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5584. By Mr. TILSON : Memorial of the court of common 

council of the city of Meriden, Conn., urging enactment of House 
Joint Resolution 167 directing the President of the United States 
to proclaim October 11 of each year as General Pulaski's 
memorial day, for the observance and commemoration of the 
death of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

5585. By Mr. WALKER: Petition of B. Benson and 32 citizens 
of Lincoln County, Ky., urging enactment of Senate bill 476 and 
House bill 2562 for the relief of Spanish War veterans; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

55~6. By Mr. WATSON: Petition of citizens of Newtown, 
Bucks County, Pa., favoring the Capper-Kelly bill, H. R. 11; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

5587. Also, petition of citizens of Ardmore, Montgomery 
County, Pa., urging the early passage of Senate bill 476 and 
House bill 2562 granting an increase of pension to Spanish
American War veterans; to the Committee on Pensions. 

5588. By Mr. WIGGLESWORTH: Petition of Frank L. Rich
ards and several residents of Milton, Mass., ur~ng the early 
passage of House bill 2562 providing for the increasing of the 
pensions of Spanish War veterans ; to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

5589. By Mr. WINGO: Petition of citizens of Fort Smith, 
Ark., and Polk County, Ark., in behalf of House bill 2562 and 
Senate bill 476 to increase pensions of Spanish-American War 
veterans; to the Committee on Pensions. 

5590. By Mr. WOOD: Petition of citizens of Newton and 
Jasper Counties, tenth congressional district, Indiana, asking the 
enactment of legislation increasing the rates of pension for the 
-reterans of the Spanish-American War period; to the Commit
tee on Pensions. 

5591. Also, petition of residents of the tenth congressional dis
trict of Indiana, asking for legislation increasing the rates of 
pension for the veterans of the Spanish-American War period; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, March 13, 1930 

(Legislative day of M onday, January 6, 1930) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the follo\ving Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen ' Frazier Keyes 
Ashurst George La Follette 
Baird Glass McCulloch 
Barkley Glenn McKellar 
Bingham Goff McMaster 
Black Goldsborough McNary 
Blaine Gould Metcalf 
Borah Greene Moses 
Bratton Grundy Norbeck 
Brock Hale Norris 
Brookhart Harris Nye 
Broussard Harrison Oddie 
Capper Hastings Overman 
Caraway Hatfield Patterson 
Connally Hawes Phipps 
Copeland Hayden Pine 
Couzens Hebert Pittman 
Cutting 'Heflin Ransdell 
Dale Howell Robinson, Ind. 
Dill Johnson Schall 
Fess Jones Sheppard 
Fletcher Kean Shortridge 

Simmons 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The junior Senator from Utah [Mr. KING] 
is necessarily detained from the Senate by illness. I will let 
this annou.Qcement stand for the day. 

I also desire to announce the necessary absence of the Senator 
from Arkansas [l\Ir. RoBINSON] and the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [1\lr. REED], who are delegates from the United States to 
the London Naval Conference. 

Mr. SCHALL. My colleague [1\lr: SHIPSTEAD] is unavoidably 
absent. I ask that this announcement may stand for the day. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators have answered 
to their names. A quorum is present. 

REVISION OF THE TARIFF 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
2G67) to provide revenue, to regulate commerce with foreign 
countries, to encourage the industries of the United States, to 
protect American labor, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the pending 
question. 

The CHIEF CLERK. The question_ is on agreeing to the motion 
to reconsider the vote by which the Senate concurred in the 
amendment made as in Committee of the Whole as amended in 
the Senate, on page 121,- line 12, sugar. 

Mr. HARRISON. Let us have the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. CONNALLY (when his name was called). On this vote 

I have a pair with the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. KENDRICK]. 
I transfer that pair to the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIP
STEAD] and vote "yea." 

1\lr. WALSH of Montana (when Mr. KING's name was called). 
The junior Senator from Utah [Mr. KING] is absent on account 
of illness. He is paired with the senior Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. GILLE'M']. If the junior Senator from Utah were 
here, according to my information he would vote" nay." I am 
informed that if the senior Senator from Massachusetts were 
present he would vote " yea." 

Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). I have a gen
eral pair with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN]. 
I have been trying to obtain a transfer, but have been unable to 
do so. If I could vote, I would vote " yea." 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE (when Mr. SHIPSTEAD's name was 
called). I desire to announce the unavoidable absence of the 
senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD]. If present, 
he would vote "yea." 

Mr. Sll\IMONS (when his name was called). I have been 
relieved from my general pair with the senior Senator from 
l\Iassachusetts [Mr. GILLETT] on this vote. I vote "yea." 

Mr. WATSON {when his name was called). I have a gen
eral pair with the senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
SMITH]. He is unavoidably detained from the Senate. I am 
unable to obtain a transfer, and therefore withhold my vote. If 
I were voting, I should vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded . . 
1\lr. SHEPPARD. The senior Senator from Pennsylvania 

[Mr. REED] and the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBIN
so ] are absent in attendance on the Naval Conference in Lon
don. They have a general pair with each other. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I transfer my pair with ·the senior Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN] to the junior Senator from South 
Carolina [1\Ir. BLEASE] and vote " yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 38, nays 47, as follows: 
YIDAS-38 

Allen Connally McKellar Steck 
Barkley Cutting McMaster Stephens 
Black Frazier Norbeck Swanson 
Blaine George Norris Tydings 
Borah Glass Nye Wagner 
Bratton Harris Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Brock Harrison Pittman Walsh, Mont. 
Brookhart Hawes Robinson, Ind. Whooler 
Capper Heflin Sheppard 
Caraway La Follette Simmons 

NAYS--47 
Ashurst Goldsborough Kean Shortridge 
Baird Gould Keyes Smoot / . 
Bingham Greene McCulloch Steiwer 
Broussard Grundy McNary Sullivan 
Copeland Hale Me teal! Thomas, Idaho 
Couzens Hastings Moses Thomas, Okla. 
Dale Hatfield Oddie Townsend 
Dill Hayden Patterson Trammell 
Fess Hebert Phipps Vandenberg 
Fletcher Howell Pine Walcott 
Glenn Johnson Ransdell Waterman 
Goff Jones Schall 

NOT VOTING-11 
BJease Kendrick Robinson, Ark. Smith 
Deneen - IGng Robsion, Ky. Watson 
Gillett Reed Shipstead 

So the Senate refused to reconsider the vote fixing the rate 
on sugar. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. President, I move that the Senate now pro
ceed to tbe consideration of the motion to reconsider the vote 
whe-reby a duty on cement was imposed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. KEA..N] that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of the motion of the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. NYE] to reconsider the vote whereby a duty 
was placed on cement. 

1\lr. NYE. Mr. President, I should like to inquire of the Sen
ator fi•om New .Jersey if he would object to the motion going 
over until to-morrow at this hour? 

Mr. KEA.N. If unanimous consent may be given to vote at 
this hour to-morrow, I will be perfectly satisfied. 

Mr. NYE. I should not object to such an agreement. 
Mr. HARRISON. 1\Ir. President, why not fix the time for 

voting at 12 o'clock to-morrow instead of 11 o'clock? It may 
be that we could accomplish a little more than we did this 
morning if the hour were fixed at 12 o'clock. 

Mr. KEAN. I am always ready to be accommodating. 
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Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Jersey 

yield to the Senator from .Ala.bama? 
Mr. KEAN. I yield. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Why not vote on the question now? 
Mr. KEAN. I would rather vote on it now. 
Mr. HEFLIN. We ought to get along with this bill; there 

is no use dillydallying forever and ever with the pending meas
ure. Let us have a vote to-day, and get along and pass the bill 
this week. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Jersey 

yield to the Senator from Indiana? 
Mr. KEAN. I yield. 
Mr. WATSON. I should like to plead with the Senator from 

North Dakota to permit the vote to be taken now. We have a 
very large membership present in the Senate to-day. 

l\lr. NYE. I realize that, and yet I understand that there 
is going to be difficulty in squaring off some pairs in time for a 
vote at this particular hour. However, if the Senate feels that 
it wants to vote on the question at this time I am not going to 
interpose any objection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the motion of 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. KEAN] is agreed to, ·and the 

· question now is on agreeing to the motion of the Senator from 
North Dakota to reconsider the vote whereby the Senate im
posed a duty on cement. 

Mr. KE.AN. On that I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HARRISON. I ask that the question be stated. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, may the motion be stated? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion · will be stated by the 

clerk. 
The CHIEF CLERK. The question is on agreeing to the motion 

entered by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. NYE] to recon
sider the vote imposing a duty on cement. 

Mr. BINGHAM. The question, then, is not on the motion made 
by the Senator from New Jersey? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That was agreed to. The question 
now is, on the motion made by the Senator from North Dakota. 
The Secretary will call the roll. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Jersey will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. , 
Mr. KEAN. Is the question now on the reconsideration of 

the vote? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. It is. 
Mr. KEAN. And a vote "nay" is against reconsideration? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. A vote "nay" is against reconsid-

eration. 
:Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, what disposition was made of 

the motion of the Senator from New Jersey . that the motion of 
the Senator from North Dakota be considered? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That was agreed to. The question 
is on the motion entered by the Senator from North Dakota, 
and the Senate is now proceeding to vote upon that motion. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief 'Clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GOULD (when his name ·was called). On this question 

I have a pair with the Senator from Utah [Mr. KING]. If he 
were present and free to vote, he would vote " yea " ; and if I 
were permitted to vote, I should vote "nay." 

Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). I transfer the 
pair I have with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN] 
to the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPBTEAD] and 
vote "yea." 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE (whenl\Ir. SHIPSTEAD's name was called). 
The senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] is unavoid
ably absent. If he were present, he would vote "yea.". 

Mr. SIMMONS (when his name was called). I transfer my 
general pair with the senior Senator from _Massachusetts [Mr. 
GILLETT] to the senior Senator from Wyomrng [Mr. KENDRICK] 
and vote "yea." 

Mr: WATSON (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the Senato):' from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] to the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. RoBSION] and vote " nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. The senior Senator from Pennsylvania 

[Mr. REED] and the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. _ROBIN· 
soN] are absent in attendance on the Naval Conference m Lon
don. They have a general pair with each other. 

The result was announced-yeas 38, nays 47, as follows: 

Allen 
Ashurst 
Barkley 

Black 
Blaine 
Blease 

YEA8-38 
Borah 
Bratton 
Brookhart 

Capper 
Caraway 
Connally 

Cutting 
F letcher 
Frazier 
Glass 
Harris 
Harrison 
Hawes 

Baird 
Bingham 
Brock 
Broussard 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Dale 
Dill 
Fess 
Glenn 
Goff 
Goldsborough 

Hayden 
Heflin 
Howell 
La Follette · 
McMaster 
Norbeck 
Norris 

Nye 
Overman 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Simmons 
Steck 
Stephens 

NAY8-47 
Greene McNary 
Grundy Metcalf 
Hale Moses 
Hastings Oddie 
Hatfield Patterson 
Hebert Phipps 
Johnson Pine 
Jones Pittman 
Kean Ransdell 
Keyes Robinson, Ind. 
McCulloch Shortridge 
McKellar Smoot 

NOT VOTING-11 
Deneen Gould Reed 
George Kendrick Robinson Ark. 
Gillett King Robsion, ky. 

Swanson 
Trammell 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Wheeler 

Steiwer 
Sullivan 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Tydings 
Va ndenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Waterman 
Watson 

Ship stead 
Smith 

So the Senate refused to reconsider the vote fixing the rate on 
cement. 

PEn'ITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Mr. JONES presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Yakima County, Wash., remonstrating against any revision of 
the existing calendar unless a proviso be included definitely 
guaranteeing the preservation of the continuity of the weekly 
cycle without -the insertion of blank days, which was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. BARKLEY presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Owenton, Lakeland, Eastwood, Irvington, Glencoe, New Cas~le, 
Worthville, and Frankfort, all in the State of Kentucky, ~raYing 
for the pa8sage of legislation granting increased pensiOns to 
veterans of the war with Spain, which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

Mr. BLAINE presented petitions signed by over 4,000 citizens 
of the States of Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, New York, Cali
fornia, New Jersey, Indiana, Maryland, and Illinois p~ay~g 
for the repeal of the eighteenth amendment to the Constitution 
relative to the manufacture, sale, or transportation of intoxi
cating liquors, which were referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Polish Tadeus 
Kosciusko Society Branch No. 2293, Polish National Alliance 
of North America: of Kenosha, Wis., favoring the passage of 
legislation providing for the observance of Oct9ber 11 of e~ch 
year as General Pulaski's mem?r~al day fo! the co~emoration 
of the death of Brig. Gen. Casliil.lr Pulaski, Revolutionary War 
hero which was referred to the Committee on the Library. 

M;. SHEPPARD presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Jacksonville, Tex., praying for the passage of legislation grant
ing increased pensions to Spanish War veterans, which was 
·ordered to lie on the table. 

REPORTS OF NOMINATIONS 

As in open executive session, 
Mr. PHIPPS from the Committee on Post Offices and Post 

Roads, reported sundry post-office nominations, which were 
placed on the Executive Calendar. 

Mr. OVERMAN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, re
ported the nomination of Thomas D. ·Thacher, of ~ew Yo~k, to 
be Solicitor General, vice Charles Evans Hughes, Jr., resigned, 
which was placed on the Executive Calendar. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unaninlous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows : 

By Mr. McNARY: 
A bill (S. 3885) to facilitate and simplify the work of the 

Department of Agriculture in certain cases; to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. GLENN (for Mr. DENEEN) : 
A bill ( S. 3886) to extend the times for commencing and 

'completing the construction of a, bridge across the Wabash 
River at Mount Carmel, Ill. ; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. SWANSON: 
A bill (S. 3887) for the relief of the estate of James M. 

Catlett, deceased; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. BORAH: 
A bill ( S. 3888) for the relief of the Weiser State Bank, of 

Weiser Idaho; to the Committee on Claims. 
A bill (S. 3889) granting a pension to James Emerson (with 

accompanying papers); and 
A bill (S. 3890) granting a pension to Samuel P. Goble (with 

accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen~i ons. 
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By Mr. McKELLAR: 
A bill ( S. 3891) to amend section 1 of the act of May 12, 1900 

(ch. 393, 31 Stat. 177), as amended (U. S. C., sec. 1174, ch. 21, 
title 26) ; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. NORBECK: 
A bill (S. 3892) granting a pension to Charlie Kills-in-Sight 

or Kills In (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

A bill (S. 3893) authorizing the Secretary of the Navy, in his 
discretion, to deliver to the custody of the State of South 
Dakota the silver service presented to the United States for the 
cruiser South Dakota; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

AMENDMENT TO THE T.d.RIFF BILL--CO'I"l''N 
1\Ir. SMOOT submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 

by him to House bill 2667, the tariff revision bill, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed, as follows : 

On page 160, after line 12, insert the following : 
"PAR. 924. All the articles enumerated or described in this schedule 

shall be subject to an additional duty of 10 cents per pound on the 
cotton contained therein having a staple of 1lh inches or more in 
l ength." 

AMENDMENT TO INTERIOR DEP ARTJ.IENT APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. WHEELER submitted an amendment intended to be pro
posed by him to House bill 6564, the Interior Department appro
priation bill, which was referred to the Committee on Appropria
tions and ordered to be printed, as follows: 

In the item for construction, repair, and maintenance of roads on 
Indian reservations not eligible to Government aid under the Federai 
highway act, on page 66, line 23, to strike out " $250,000 : Provided," 
and insert in Ueu thereof " $350,000, of which sum $40,000 shall be 
available for expenditure on the Rocky Boy Indian Reservation, and 
$60,000 on the Blackfeet Indian Reservation, Mont.: Provided, That 
Indian labor shall be employed as far as practicable : Providetl further." 

Al-1ENDMENT OF THE RULES-COMMITTEE ON WORLD WAR VE'l'ERANS' 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. SHEPPARD submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
234), which was referred to the Committee on Rules: 

Resolved, That Rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate be, 
and the same hereby is, amended by adding after the paragraph reading 
as follows : " Committee on Territories and Insular Affairs, to consist 
of 14 Senators," a new paragraph reading as follows: "Committee on 
World War Veterans' Legislation, to consist of 15 Senators." 

LIEUT. ALFORD J. WILLIAMS, JR.-FAST PURSUIT AND BOMBING 
PLANES 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
introduce a resolution with reference to Lieut. Alford J. Wil
liams, jr., who I learn has just resigned from the Navy. Lieu
tenant Williams is an aviator-the leading speed aviator of the 
Navy. In the course of experimenting he was attempting to 
develop a speed and bombing plane comparable to those of other 
countries. After a distinguished record, he was transferred to 
routine duty, and he has resigned to accept a position with a 
private company at $25,000 a year. 

I therefore ask to have the resolution submitted at this time 
in order that the Committee on Naval Affairs may inquire into 
the matter. 

There being no objection, the resolution (S. Res. 235) was 
referred to the _Committee on Naval Affairs, as follows: 

Whereas Lieut. Alford J. Williams, jr., has been officially credited 
by the Navy Department with extraordinary achievements in experi
mentation with fast and modern pursuit and bombing planes ; and 

Whereas the said Lieutenant Williams is generally acknowledged to 
be the preeminent naval pilot in the United States, having conducted 
pioneer tests for the Navy that resulted in the promotion and develop
ment of naval aircraft, and having been one of 12 Americans honored 
in 1929 by the American Society of Mechanical Engineers "in recogni
tion of services rendered to aeronautics," and having received the 
distinguished flying cross from the President of the United States for 
his contribution to the "knowledge and safety of aviation" and for 
" keeping the United States well to the fore in the realm of world 
aviation" j and 

Whereas the said Lieutenant Williams has for the last two years 
been conducting further experiments in the development of a fast and 
modern plane under the auspices and with the cooperation of a group 
of citizens interested in the progress of American aviation, and the 
prospect of important advances has been officially recognized by the 
Navy Department ; and 

Whereas a recent order transferring the said Lieutenant Williams to 
sea duty has had the effect of causing his resignation and bringing his 
valuable experiments to an end; and · 

_ Whereas the United States is known to be deficient in the very type of 
plane with which the said Lieutenant Williams has been experimenting : 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Committee on Naval Affairs be authorized to in
vestigate the conditions surrounding the type, speed, and comparability 
of fast pursuit and bombing planes with those of other nations, and all 
other mattet·s pertaining thereto. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSEl 
A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Chaffee, 

one of its clerks, announced that the House had agreed to the 
amendment of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 223) 
to provide for the expenses of participation by the United States 
in the International Conference for the Codification of Interna
tional Law in 1930. 

The message also announced that the House insisted upon its 
amendment to the bill (S. 15) to amend the act entitled "An 
act to amend the act entitled 'An act for the retirement of em
ployees in the classified civil service, and for other purposes,' 
approved May 22, 1920, and acts in amendment thereof," ap
proved July 3, 1926, as amended, disagreed to by the Senate; 
agreed to the conference asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two H ouses thereon, and that 1\lr. LEHLBACH, Mr. 
SMITH of Ida,ho, and Mr. JEFFERS were appointed managers on 
the part of the House at the conference. 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER BRIDGE, TOPEKA, MINN. 
Mr. SCHALL. l\Ir. President, out of order, I ask unanimous 

consent to take up for passage House bill 8423, a bridge bill. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the title of the bill be stated. 
The LmiSLATIVE CLERK. A. bill (H. R. 8423) granting the 

consent of Congress to the State of Minnesota, or any political 
subdivision thereof, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the Mississippi River at or near Topeka, Minn. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, · proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., 1.'hat the consent of Congress is hereby granted to 
the State of Minnesota, or any political subdivision thereof, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto across the 
Mississippi River, at a point suitable to the interests of navigation, at or 
near Topeka, 1\Iinn., in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled 
"An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters," 
approver;l March 23, 1906, and subject to the conditions and limitations 
contained in this act. 

SEc. 2. The State of Minnesota, m· any political subdivision thereof, 
is hereby authorized, through its State highway department or other 
State or county agency, to construct, maintain, and operate such bridge 
and the necessary approaches thereto as a combined railroad bridge for 
the passage of railway trains or street cars, or both, and a free highway 
bridge for the passage of pedestrians, animals, and vehicles adapted to 
travel on public highway. 

SEC. 3. The State of Minnesota or Morrison County is authorized to 
lease or otherwise convey to such person, company, or corporation as it 
may choose that part of the bridge constructed under this act as shall 
be adapted and constructed for the passage of railway trains or street 
cars, upon such terms and conditions as may be agreed upon between the 
parties for the purpose of financing the structure. 

SEC. 4. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex
pressly reserved. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ADDRESS BY SEN ATO& BORAH ON PEACE 
Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. Mr. President, on Saturday, March 

1, my colleague the senior Senator from I daho [Mr. BoRAH] 
deliYered a radio address on peace, sponsored by the Women's 
International League for Peace and Freedom. I ask unani
mous consent to have it printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL REoonn. 

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, a,s follows : 

I have been asked to discuss the subject of disarmament. Under 
the peculiar circumstances now obtaining it is a difficult subject to 
discuss. At th'is distance it would seem that the London conference 
is meeting with some discouragement. But we are represented by 
a delegation of able and sincere men. We have confidence in their 
devotion to the cause of disarmament. We should not be impatient. 
Disarmament must contend with the traditions and pledges and 
practices of centuries, must contend with the fears and suspicions 
inherent in international affairs, must contend at last, and by no 
means least, with national pride more than national security. Prog
ress under these conditions will be often challenged. No greater 
responsibility has been laid upon the shoulders of any group of men 
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in -recent days than the responsibility - resting- upon' the delegmes at 
the London conference. Let us hope the situation is much better 
than it appears to us. 

I have heard it said many times of late and have seen it in print 
more than once, that there is no real interest in the disarmament confer
ence now meeting in London. My opinion is that there is a deep and 
almost universal interest, an interest which amounts to anxiety. If 
this conference should finally adjourn without lifting a substantial part 
of the burden now carried by the people for armaments-for instru
tnenbf of human destruction-it would be not only a matter of great dis
appointment but of genuine sorrow to countless millions of thinking men 
and women. Armaments are no longer a matter of concern to a few
people only; they are a matter of concern to the whole people in what
ever walk of life they may be found. The weight reaches them all. And 
wllen we consider all the circumstances under which this conference 
convened, of the things which would seem to favor success, its failure 
would be nothing less than a catastrophe, its failure would spell nothing 
less than despair in the matter of relieving the world from the heaviest 
burden which it bas to bear. 

Let us consider the circumstances under which this conference was 
called and under which it is now meeting. The nations there assembled 
did not meet as antagonists or as nations charged with unfriendly pur
poses. The nations as embled at this conference are the nations which 
lately were a sociated as allies in the Great War; nations friendly to 
each other for the soundest of rea ons. The endearing adjectives of four 
languages have been exhausted by the representatives of the nations 
assembled in expressing for each other their respect, their confidence, 
and their faith in and devotion to peace. Germany has no navy, no 
army of any moment. Austria is helpless. Hungary is dismembered 
and fighting for existence. Only the victorious friends are assembled. 
If these powers can not agree to reduce their fighting forces there would. 
indeed he little hope for di armament in the future. These nations 
there assembled are in a position to dictate the policy of the world- with 
reference to armaments and with reference to war. If they agree among 
themselves to lift a part of this load there can be no possible danger of 
any moment from outside. 

But even a more extraordinary fact relative to this gathering is 
this-all the powers assembled have signed a treaty-a solemn pledge 
each to the other, that never again will they seek settlement of inter
national controversies through other than peaceful means, that they 
will not employ force ; that they will not appeal to war in the settle
ment of international disputes. Here then are friendly nations, domi
nating nations, pledged not to go to war, meeting in conference to reduce 
armaments. It would seem that if success is not to crown this effort 
that we could hardly hope for more favorable circumstances at any 
time in the future. And yet, nowithstanding all this. it may not be 
possible even under these most favorable circumstances to sink a single 
ship or to illscbarge a single soldier. If, under these circumstances, it 
is found impossible to reduce these vast fighting machines, the people 
will have but little faith in the Kellogg pact and far less in the sin
cerity of governments with reference to disarmament. 

In fact there is something more devolving upon this conference than 
that of disarmament, and that is to keep alive the confidence of the 
people in their governments. Current literature is crowded with dis
cussions touching the lack of respect for authority, of loyalty to gov
ernment upon the part of the people. We are told that communism 
threatens orderly government. Well, there is a reason for these 
things. Great periods of unrest do not come without cause. And the 
most fruitful cause at this time is the never-ending exactions of gov
ernment-and 85 per cent of these exactions are for arms, for war 
among friendly nations pledged never to go to war. That, indeed, is 
a test of a people's faith in government. The people want peace. 
Governments hesitate. The people pray insistently to be relieved of 
the burden of al·maments. Governments, embarrassed by ancient fear 1 

haunted by obsolete traditions, harassed by old practices, do nothing. 
This is a wide gulf and may some time prove to be a dangerous gulf, 
which divides the people with their burdens and their cares from their 
governments with their almost calloused indifference to these burdens. 

The President in his Armistice Day sp ecb spoke as follows : " No 
one denies that the maintenance of great armament is a burden upon 
the backs of all who toil. The expenditure for it curtails vast projects 
of human betterment which governments might undertake. · Every 
man under arms means that some other man must bear a.n extra burden 
somewhere." 

This states the case as it is. There is no subject more vital for con
sideration, more imperative for remedial action, than that of taxation, 
the economic weight which the people in all these countries are carrying. 

The organized military forces o! the nations of the world, including 
the reserves, aggregate nearly 30,000,000 men. Think of this ! Thirty 
million fighting men. At the call of nations which have bound them
selves never to resort to war. What incredible insincerity! During the 
last year the powers assemble'tl at London expended something like a 
billion dollars for naval armaments-the United States alone expending 
something like $374,000,000. The nations of the world are now paying 
out annually something like five billion to keep up their fighting forces. 
And by far the greater portion of that is being expended by the nations 

assembled at London. Can these governments indefinitely preserve the 
character, the noral fiber and fitness of their people and maintain and 
even increase this burden? I repeat, that all this is happening and 
these conditions are maintained among those nations pledged to peace, 
pledged to the outlawry of war, pledged never to seek settlement of 
their international controversies through these great military .and naval 
armaments, which they are maintaining. 

The King of Great Britain, in opening the present disarmament con
ference, expressed the hope " that there would be a reduction to a point 
consistent with national security." What is national security when the 
whole world is armed to the teeth? Can there be any national security 
witb 30,000,000 men subject to call? And navies increasing in their 
fighting effectiveness each and every year. Can there be any national 
security when Europe is more heavily militarized than ever before in its 
history? And when the five nations assembled have navies without 
precedent !or size and efficiency. It seems to be the generally accepted 
view that ecurity is to be found in armaments. But there is another 
side to · that question. Huge armaments, such as these nations now 
have, great military establishments, give rise to uneasiness, suspicion, 
distrust, enmity, and at last, war. The great World War teaches us 
that the more heavily nations are armed the less confidence they feel in 
the situation and the less sense of security they experience. When the 
World War broke the nations immediately concerned were heavily armed. 
They were all prepared for war, and being exceedinglY well prepared for 
war, everybody expected a figbt. They were like men going about the 
streets armed with bowie knives and revolvers-a slight movement iB 
made, a shot is fired, and the riot starts. The world at this time is 
more heavily armed than at the beginning of the World War. I insist 
there can be no security under such circumstances. This condition of 
affairs is bound to create the same suspicion, the same uneasiness, and 
the same distrust, and, in the end, the same result. Indeed, that seems 
to be tbe situation in London now. They are so well armed they are 
all suspicious. There is nothing, it seems to me, which would give a 
sense of security, a feeling of confidence, like the drastic reduction of 
armaments upon the part of the nations assembled. Indeed, what, in the 
last anaiysis, is at the bottom of this hesitancy to reduce armament if 
not distrust 1 

Premier MacDonald in his address to the cottrerence said : " The 
whole world, it may be said with almost literal accuracy, is turning 
its eyes upon us to-day. It expects that we shall deliberate and ne
gotiate on the assumption that, having put our names to the pacts of 
peace, we mean to respect our signatures." Premier Tardieu declared : 
" The covenant of the League of Nations and the Briand-Kellogg pact 
have in considerable measure transformed our absolute needs into rela
tive ones. Against the follies of the past we must now win the finest 
of victories-the victory of the people." Signor Grandi said: "The 
nations will judge us by results." Secretary Stimson declared.: "Our 
people demand of us a success ; they recognize the disaster that a 
failure of this conference would bring to their dearest hopes." 

I would not presume to make a suggestion to that great conference; 
but in the light of the above expressions it would be exhilarating, and . 
I think greatly beneficial, to have these conferences completely and abso
lutely in the open. It would be interesting to know just what the 
arguments are which make it possible and which would seem to justify 
a disregard for every pledge made by the leaders in the conference. 
There is the League of Nations, the Locarno pact, the peace pact
every conceivable means for arbitration and peaceful adjustment and 
every pledge which nations could possibly lay upon their conscience
and still there is maneuvering and fighting for advantage as if it were 
a gathering of a great aggregation o! unfrtendly nations free from 
pledges and free from all obligations of peace. 

Winston Churchill, the distinguished British statesman, bas expressed 
the fear that England woUld lose her long-time dominancy of the sea. 
She will lose it. It does not make any difference what tbe London 
conference does, no single nation in the future will .. dominate the seas. 
The sea is the commons of all humanity. It belongs to every nation 
and people who wish to traverse it and use it for carrying on trade 
and commerce. If nations are not willing to come together intelli
gently and agree in accordance with the decree of nature that the sea 
shall be free and open to all for - legitimate commerce, nations will in 
the absence of any such agreement rely more and more upon their navies 
to protect their commerce. But the idea that any one nation is going 
to control the seas and permit all other nations to use it .only by suffer
ance-that is to say, when it is not injurious to the dominant nation
is a thing of the past. We ought to have intelligence enough to come 
together as nations and people and put into law the decree of nature, 
that the sea - belongs to all. If we do not do so, undoubtedly such 
failure to do so will find its expression in larger navies. But I venture 
the opinion that whether it is in accordance with law and understand
ing between nations or whether it springs from necessity of modern 
conditions, no one nation is longer going to be able to succes fully 
claim it is the mistress of the seas. 

It bas been suggested that President Hoover should call our delegates 
home. I do not agree with thh! suggestion. In the great battle for 
humanity Americans should" be the last to quit the field ; patient, per
liistent, courageous, bold, to the last. If this conference is to fail, if 
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the world is to go forward, increasing tbis cruel burden of armaments, 
if men, women, and children are to continue to carry tbis load as best 
they may, and to be called upon year after year to sacrifice the essential 
elements of health and prosperity, let us not ourselves be impatient in 
starting such a criminal conspiracy against the human family. 

The press dispatches carry the news from different quarters of the 
United States that the people who are seeking work are being clubbed 
and denounced as communists. A policy so cowardly, so inhuman, will 
not -sufiice to give contentment, or even obedience, to an overtaxed, 
underemployed people. If these governments and their representatives 
do not sufficiently realize at this time the necessity of taking some risk 
in order to lift this weight of armaments from their peoples, I venture 
to say tbat in due time they will have ample notice of their mistake. 

REVISION OF THE TARIFF 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 2667) 
to provide revenue, to regulate commerce with foreign coun
tries, to encourage the industries of the United States, to pro
tect American labor, and for other purposes. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the next 
amendment reserved for a separate vote. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, since these two votes have 
been taken, I ask unanimous consent that the Senate now 
immediately consider lumber, and, immediately following that, 
oil. 

Mr. SMOOT. I object. Let us go on with the bill in its 
regular order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Utah objects. 
1\iay the Chair call the attention of the Senator from Utah to 
the amendment passed over last night on behalf of the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. DALE]? . 

l\Ir. SMOOT. Yes; Mr. President, I requested it, and I now 
ask that spring clothespins be taken up. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment made as in Com
mittee of the Whole will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In paragJ.·aph 411, spring clothes
pins, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, struck out " 15 
cents" and inserted "10 cents," so that it reads: 

Spring clothespins, 10 cents per gross. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in 
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. SMOOT. l\1r. President, this may be considered a very 
small business, but it means a great deal to the State of 
Vermont. 

The act of 1922 carried a duty of 15 cents per gross on spring 
clothespins. The Finance Committee increased the 15 cents per 
gross to 20 cents per gross. The Senate by a vote, as in Com
mittee of the Whole, decreased the 20 cents per gross to 10 
cents per gross. 

Mr. President, there were seven domestic factories reporting 
production of spring clothespins in 1924. Three were located in 
Vermont, two in Minnesota, and one each in Maine--! have not 
the names of the other States here. 

Mr. DALE. l\Ir. President, if the Senator will yield, the 
factories are located in Michigan, West Virginia, Tennessee, 
Maine, New York, and Vermont. 

l\1r. SMOOT. I thank the Senator. l\!y memoranda did not 
show the States where the other factories were located. 

The production of the five companies I named in 1924 was 
843,570 gross, valued at $339,000. Imports are principally from 
Norway, Sweden, and Germany. 

In 1924 the imports were 100,661 gross, of a value of $19,312, 
or a unit value of only 19 cents per gross. 

Chandler W. Brown, 'representing the domestic manufacturers 
of spring clothespins, testified at the Finance Committee hear
ings, as follows : 

He stated that labor forms a large p-art of the cost of manu
facture of spring clothespins. Less than 50 per cent of the cost 
of the article is material. Much of the wood used is obtained 
from the farmers, who cut it in the winter from their wood lots. 

Because of the lower cost of raw material and labor in vari
ou Scandinavian and other European countries the cost of com
pleted spring clothespins is approximately 20 cents per gross 
less than in this counh·y. The industry, while not a large one, 
supplies a household necessity, and furnishes an outlet for a 
certain grade of hardwood which is not otherwise easily market
able or usable. 

The industry originated in the New England States in 1887. 
The wage scale in the industry in this country during the past 
10 years has been 35 cents per hour, whereas the average wage 
scale per hour in the Scandinavian and other European coun
tries exporting clothespins covering the same period has been 
11 cents per hour; and remember that the great item of cost of 
the clothespins is labor. Remember also that the wood that 
goes into the clothespins is taken by the farmers themselves, 

dried through the winter, and prepared for making the clothes· 
pins. 

The cost of the birch and the beech used in this country in 
the manufacture of spring clothespins is, on an average, $23 per 
thousand feet, while the cost of the same species used in the 
Scandinavian and other European countries is $15 per thousand 
feet. 

'l'he cost of the wire used in the domestic manufacture ap
proximates $4.88 per hundredweight, as against $3.89 per hun
dredweight in the foreign countries. 

The witness gave the free-on-board factory selling f!OSt as 
35% cents per gross. The average unit value of the 1929 im
ports was but 15.6 cents per gross. 

The 1928 exports of the three largest producers in the United 
States totaled only 1,257 gross. 

Upon that statement, Mr. President, the Finance Committee 
recommended a rate of 20 cents per gross. The Senate, as in 
Committee of the Whole, struck out "20" and inserted "10." 

:Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator a 
que-stlon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield 
to the Senator from Maine? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do. 
l\fr. HALE. Is not the 10 cents per gross which the Senate 

as in Committee of the Whole, inserted in the bill a lower duty 
than has been carried in the past? 

Mr. SMOOT. Why, yes. Fifteen cents was the lowest duty 
carried in the past. 

Mr. HALE. Without any reason it was lowered to 10 cents? 
l\fr. SMOOT. That is the case. 
As I understand, Mr. President, there are large concerns 

manufacturing clothespins in \Vest Virginia, too. In view of the 
importations, the production in the United States and the cost 
of labor-labor being the great part of the cost ~f the clothes
pins-it does seem to me that we should at least impose the 
20 per cent duty as provided for by the amendment reported by 
the Finance Committee. 

Mr. HALE. I observe that the Tariff Information Survey 
says that the f. o. b. price at the mill in this country is 35 cents. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is what I said. The f. o. b. price is 35% 
cents per gross, and the price at which the clothespins are im. 
P?rted into this country is 15.6 cents per gross. There is a 
difference of 20 cents, and that is all they are asking in the 
way of a duty-just the difference between those two amounts. 

Mr. HALE. Our figure is 35 cents at the mill, and theirs is 
15.6 cents at the port of entry. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; that is tTue, too. 
If the Senate refuses to concur in the amendment that has 

already been made in Committee of the Whole, it seems to me, 
then, the rate would fall back to 15 cents per gross. I move 
that spring clothespins carry a duty of 20 cents per gross. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield 

to the Senator from Massachusetts? 
Mr. SMOOT. I do. 
1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. I should like to make an 

inquiry of the Senator. What action was taken in Committee 
of the Whole with reference to spring clothespins?· 

Mr. SMQOT. The rate was reduced in Committee of the 
Whole to 10 cents per gross. . 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Upon the motion of the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS]? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; lower than they have even been, in spite 
of the sworn statement-and not only that, but the Tariff Com
mission verifies it-that the cost in this country is 35 cents. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. What is the rate in the 
present law? 

Mr. SMOOT. Fifteen cents. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And what was the rate rec

ommended by the Finance Committee originally? 
Mr. SMOOT. Twenty cents. 
Mr. 7 ALSH of Massachusetts. And what did the House bill 

contain? 
Mr. SMOOT. The bill as passed by the House contained a 

rate of 15 cents. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Now, the Senator is moving 

to restore the original rate of 20 cents recommended by the 
Finance Committee? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is true. 
Mr. DALE. Mr. President, has the Senator from Utah con-

cluded? _ 
Mr. SMOOT. I shall conclude as soon as I enter the motion. 
I desire to ask the Chair if a motion now to substitute a 

rate of 20 cents per gross on spring clothespins would be in 
orde!·? 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. It is in order to move to strike out 

" 10 " and insert " 20." 
Mr. SMOOT. Very well; I enter that motion. 
Mr. DALE. 1\fr. President, the Senator from Utah [Mr. 

SMOOT] has reviewed the conditions so minutely and exactly 
that it is not necessary for me to say very much about the 
matter. 

The old rate carried under the 1922 tariff was 15 cents a 
gross. At the time that tariff was placed on spring clothes
pins, there were factories in several States of the Union, in
cluding Vermont, New York, Minnesota, Tennessee, and Maine. 
Under that 15 cents per gross tariff several of those factories 
wer e put out of business. There were three Chicago concerns 
operating factories in Michigan and in West Virginia and in 
some other States, and they had to go out of business as far as 
spring clothespins were concerned. That is, they discontinued 
the manufacture of spring clothespins ; and yet, while under 
the existing tariff these concerns had to discontinue the manu
facture of this article, we are coming in here and, as the mat
ter stands to-day, attempting to reduce the tariff one-third
to lower by one-third the tariff under which they had to go 
out of business. 

There are comparatively large importations-because this is 
not a very extensive business-from foreign countries. Although 
the industry was :first established in this country, as the Senator 
from Utah has stated-it is an American industry; it originated 
here-yet there are large importations for so small an industry 
from Sweden, Germany, Finland, and other countries. ~ During 
the month of Januu-y last .some 24,000 gross were imported 
from Sweden alone. 

Mr. President, I .should like to stress a little what the Senator 
from Utah said respecting the wood from which these clothes
pins are manufactured. They really are manufactured from 
wood that is of no earthly use to the farmer excepting as cord
wood. You can not even make toothpicks out <>fit, because they 
are made largely from white birch. You can not make last 
blocks out of it; you can not make bobbins out of it, because 
they are made from maple. This is an industry which, if car
ried on, wiJl take from the farmer the wood that he could sell 
for nothing more than cordwood, and pay him twice or three 
times as much as he could get out of it for cordwood. It seems 
to me that that alone is sufficient reason for the increase of the 
duty. 

We are asking only one-fourth more duty on this. We are 
asking, in order to save this industry, only one-fourth more than 
what the rate is now. 

When this action was taken on the part of the Committee of 
the Whole, and this duty, so far as the Committee of the Whole 
was concerned, was lowered, this is what took place immediately, 
as expressed in a letter from Danville. Quebec, to agents in New 
York City: 

Since writing you on the 14th that tbe Senate ·have reduced the 
tariff on spring clothespins to 10 cents per gross, instead of 15 cents 
as former. 

We are now able to deliver in New York in bulk, at 35 cents per 
gross net, all charges guaranteed, and in 3-dozen-size cartons, at 36 

: cents per gross net. 
We guarantee our goods in every respect. 
1t would now seem to be the time to get a good volume of sales to 

our mutual benefit, and would be pleased to have your opinion_ There 
will no doubt be importations of thls line from Sweden with the lower 
tariff-

And from other countries-
so that, if you care to take up our line, we will send samples by 
return of mail, and get started before the foreign importations begin 
to get estabfu;hed. 

There is a notice from Canada-
If you reduce this duty, we are all ready to flood the country with 

our importations. 

Mr. President, there is a great deal one could say respecting 
this, but I am very sure the Senate does not care to listen to 
long talks on any subject. The vote by which the rate was 
reduced carried by only one majority. Under the circumstances 
it does seem to me that this duty should be put back where the 
Finance C<>mmittee :fixed it, at 20 cents per gross. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, we must not forget that we are 
here to help the farmer, and here is an opportunity to do it 
again. Note, I said "again." 

I want to stress the argument which has already been made 
in the eloquent addresses of the Senator from Utah and the 
Senator from Vermont. This is a contest between the washe-r
woman and the farmer. The manufacturer of clothespins, of 
course, is not i.nterested in it ; we are not considering him; . but 

the farmer raises the wood-just think of it-out of which 
clothespins are made. Let us increase this tariff, and all over 
this broad land farmers will commence to plant trees every
where. It will bring forth a new industry. The farmers will 
plant trees so that their great-great-grandchildren can make 
clothespins. Think of it ! It is going to be J?retty hard on the 
washerwoman who has to buy them. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. 1\Ir. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

1\Ir. NORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. THO:rtiAS of Oklahoma. Does the Senator think that 

our great-great-grandchildren will be wearing clothes? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. NORRIS. They may not be wearing clothes, if we get 
the price of clothespins too high, so that the washerwoman can. 
not operate. They will at least not be able to wear clean 
clothes, unless they go out in a shower. 

We reduced this rate in Committee of the Whole, but that 
was before the new coalition was formed. Now we have to 
make good, and raise the tariff on clothespins. 

1\fr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. M.r. President, will the Senator 
yield further? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. If legislation and the tendency 

we see now in the country continue until our great-great-grand
children are here, does the Senator think they will have any
thing to buy clothing with at that time? 

Mr. NORRIS. That depends on whether this new coalition 
operates until that tiine. If we raise the price of sugar, and 
the price of lumber, and the price of oil, and the price of 
clothespins, and the price of plate glass, and the price of a lot 
of other things, it may be a question ; but at least we can do 
our mite now. 

This industry was started in 1887, we are told. It is just an 
infant industry yet. We have to assist it along. We must levy 
tribute upon the washerwoman and the farmer's wife in order 
that the farmer may be able to plant trees and raise timber for 
the clothespin business. 

Therefore it seems to me that while we do not want to take 
much time on important things, we are justified in taking such 
time as has been taken this morning by the Senator from Utah, 
who was not so enthusiastic over clothespins when the bill was 
in Committee of the Whole as he is now-we are justified in 
taking the time of the Senate and of the country to reach out 
the hand of relief to these farmers who are going to plant 
timber to raise clothespins. That is what they will do, and 
therefore we should not hesitate to increase this duty. 

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. DALE. I simply want to suggest to the Senator from 

Nebraska that the price of clothespins is 5 cents a dozen, and 
any increase of duty, while it would not even increase that price, 
could not increase it very greatly at any rate. The statement 
has been repeatedly made--it was made before the Finance 
Committee-that 5 cents a dozen was a convenient, business, . 
:fixed price, and that the price would remain 5 cents a dozen, 
that there would be no increase whatever because of this duty. 
The duty was requested simply to save th~ business. 

1\-Ir. NORRIS. That is remarkable, Mr. President. We ru·e 
told again, when we are increasing the duties upon the neces
saries of life, that the levying of this tariff will not increase the 
price. What is the object of it? Why do we levy a tariff? 
It is so that the man who makes the clothespins can make more. 
What is the object if that is not it? 

Mr. DALE. Does not the Senator know what the object of 
this increase is? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I know, and I am telling the truth about it. 
Mr. DALE. I am telling the truth about it. 
Mr. NORRIS. And the country knows what the object is. 

There is no secret about it. 
Mr. DALE. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 

yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. NORRIS. The object of a tariff is to increase the price 

which the man who makes the article will get. If the price is 
increased, the poor woman who buys the article has to pay a 
little more. The same argument is made in every case. This 
is only a little, this is just a mite. In this case it is the washer- · 
woman's mite. It is just a little bit. It will not mean much 
for every American family, and the same little thing happens 
when we come to sugar, when we come to lumber, when we come 
to gasoline, when we come to glass, when we come to steel, when 
we come to everything; it is only a little, but in the aggregate 
it makes up the cost of living of the American people. 
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Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, located in the interior of 

West Virginia, in the agricultural section of that State, is to 
be found what I believe is the largest clothespin factory in the 
United States. It affords an opportunity for work to the farmer 
and it l ikewise gives employment to the farm labore1· when they 
are not occupied on the farm. Jt gives both of these classes an 
opportunity for remunerative labor during the winter season. 

I am impressed with the thought that in all probability, if 
the tariff is not changed, as it was lowered in Committee of 
the Whole, to a higher level, this industry in West Virginia, lo
cated in the farming section of my State, will close down, and 
I trust the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole will 
not be concurred in by the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT] to 
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. HATFIELD subsequently said: Mr. President, in making 
my statement a little while ago I did so under the impression 
that I was dealing with an amendment made by the Senate as 
in Committee of the Whole. I thought it was an amendment 
detrimental to those interested in the clothespin industry and 
so I urged disagreement with the amendment. However, I am 
informed that it is an amendment offered by the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. SMoOT] to increase the tariff on clothespins which 
was lowered in the Committee of the Whole, and of course I 
very much favor the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Utah. 

Mr. HALE. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
1\Ir. BINGHAM. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The secretary will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. The roll call has started. 
Mr. DALE. A parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. DALE. An affirmative vote would be to increase the 

duty, would it not? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. An affirmative vote would be for 

the amendment of the Senator from Utah. The absence of a 
quorum was suggested, and the secretary is calling the roll. 

1\Ir. BINGHAM. A parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. . 
Mr. BINGHAM. Were the yeas and nays ordered on the 

amendment to the amendment? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. They have not been ordered yet. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen Flet cher La Follette 
Ashurst Frazier McCulloch 
Baird George McKellar 
Barkley Glass McMaster 
Bingham Glenn :McNary 
Black Goff Metcalf 
Blaine Goldsborough Moses 
Blease Gould Norbeck 
Borah Greene Norris · 
Bratton Grundy Nye 
Brock Hale Oddie 
Brookhart Harris Overman 
Broussard Harrison Patterson 
Capper Hastings Phipps 
Connally Hatfield Pine 
Copeland Hawes Pittman 
Couzens Hebert Ransdell 
Cutting He1liu Robinson, Ind. 
Dale Jones Schall 
Dill Kean Sheppard 
Fess Keyes Shortridge 

Simmons 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-three Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, before the vote 
is taken on this weighty issue I desire to make one or two 
observations. I was a member of the subcommittee that heard 
the spring-clothespin presentation. Those who favor a clothes
pin tariff, in my judgment, failed to make a case. When the 
matter reached the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, I 
offered an amendment to reduce the rate from 20 cents to 10 
cents and the amendment was agreed to. Now when the bill 
is in the Senate, the proponents of this increas'i! in tariff from 
the States from whence this weighty clothespin issue comes rep
resent that unless this raise is granted the spring clothespin in
dustry in their States will vanish and disappear. Yet when it 
comes to my State with an issue of a siu iar nature that would 
be of benefit, those Senators now asking for a clothespin tariff 
vote for free trade. 

This observat ion does not apply to my State alone. Look 
around the Senate Chamber and find a Senator who has some 
outstanding commodity in his State and we find a Senator who 
votes for tariff 1·ates upon that commodity. The Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. BLAINE] saw to it that cheese is protected. 

The great dairy State of Wisconsin has the rates on cheese and 
other dairy products raised and sometimes doubled in this bill. 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NoRRIS] comes from a great 
wheat-growing State. He has seen to it that wheat is pro
tected. He has a tariff rate of 42 cents a bushel on wheat, 
and then the Senator saw to it that at least one-half this rate 
is guaranteed by the debenture provision of this bill. I voted 
for the Senator's proposal and cite the record here in support 
of the statement made that Senators almost without exceptiou 
stand for tariffs upon the products of their States. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Oklahoma 

yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Why should there be any discrimination as 

between seasonal clothespins? The amendment provides for an 
increase in the tariff on " spring " clothespins. Why should 
summer and autumn and winter clothespins be discriminated 
against if we are going to increase the tariff on " spring " 
clothespins? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I refer that inquiry to the dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee on Finance who pre
sented the amendment. 

Mr. President, we have now come to the point where it is 
easy to analyze the votes that are now being cast. Senators 
vote having in mind the interests of their States. I am neither 
objecting to nor criticizing the vote of any Senator. Yet when 
I presented an amendment in the interest of tens of thousands 
of my constituents, in the interest of the treasury of my State, 
in the interest of the counties and cities of Oklahoma, and in 
the interest· of both farmers and workers not only in Oklahoma 
but in 20 States I am by some criticized for standing for tariff 
duties. l\Ir. President, their veiled charges here will not deter 
me from representing the interests of those who sent me here. 
The distinguished Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARJUSoN] 
spoke and voted for tariffs on dyestuffs and turpentine. The 
distinguished Senator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN] voted for a 
tariff on gra ite. Senators from the Southwest voted for a 
tariff on wool. Others voted for a tariff on long-staple cotton. 
Still others voted for a tariff on rayon. Yet when I offer an 
amendment to protect an industry employing 1,500,000 laborers 
and, counting five to the family, having 7,500,000 citizens in dis
tress, we are by some accused of lobbying. 

I serve notice now that I shall call up my petroleum amend
ment in due time, and then I shall have something to say which 
will be of interest to the country, if not here in the Senate. 
The amendment now before us is of no particular consequence, 
but it is the principle that is at stake. 

The tariff on clothespins should not be increased. The 
amendment should not be adopted. 

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, my good friend from Okla
homa [Mr. THOMAS] momentarily overlooked the junior Sena
tor from South Carolina. I have received numbers of tele
grams from my State asking me to vote for a tariff on lumber 
and for tariffs on some other things. I have absolutely refused 
to vote for a tariff on anything. I am opposed to any tariff, 
and I merely want to correct. his statement for fear somebody 
might read the RmoRD and think that I was voting to protect 
something in South Carolina. South Carolina in that matter, 
as she has always done in other matters, can protect herself. 

M.r. HARRISON. Mr. President, I would not now inject 
myself into the discussion if it were not for the remarks just 
made by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAs]. I have 
tried to adhere to certain principles in the consideration of the 
tariff bill. I have tried to adhere to certain policies in the dis
cussion of it upon the floor of the Senate. I have refrained 
from saying some things at times that I wanted to say, but 
which I knew were not the best things to be said; and for the 
further reason, too, that I did not want to wound the feelings 
of any individual Senator. I have tried in the discussion of 
the various items as they arose to leave out, as far as I could, 
any discussion of personalities. I have refrained from any 
criticism of my Democratic colleagues who have not agreed with 
me regarding rates or believed as I did with reference to ·the 
adoption of certain amendments. 

There. have been at times pangs of deep sorrow in my heart 
for the Democratic Party and for the constituents of those whose 
records here as their representatives have not reflected their 
wishes nor shown a sympathetic attitude as to their needs. 
Certain things have occurred in the consideration of the tariff 
bill which, so far as individual Senators are concerned, the 
sooner they are forgotten the -better it will be. Search as one 
may the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD through all previous tariff dis
cussions, and he will not find in this body another instance where 
Senators changed their votes overnight upon certain schedules 
or certain rates. -
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When the present bill was ·first considered some of us familiar 

with the way in which it was formulated--
1\!r. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, will the Senator 

yield? ' 
Mr. HARRISON. I would prefer that the Senator let-me pro

ceed-along the line of my discussion and then I will yield to l).im 
as often as he wishes. 

We criticized individual Senators who compose the majority 
for the manner in which their subcommittees were organized 
and the manner in which they wrote rates to take care of their 
own particular States, forgetful of other sections of the country 
and the high purposes for which the Congress had been called 
together. The manner in which the bill was originally con
structed reflected no credit upon the men who constructed it or 
upon this body. There have been instances in the past perhaps 
quite as glaring as the present one, when Uke policies were pur
sued in the formation of tariff legislation; but when we con
sider the manner in which the bill was originally fashioned and 
framed, with all the condemnation that we might pour upon it, 
it is infinitesimal in its consequences when we compare it to the 
manner in which it is now being written. Those who are 
familiar with the situation know how it is being framed. We 
had complete control of the bill in this body. By a margin of 
1 or 2 votes we were writing rates in the interest of agricul
ture and trying to equalize and deal fairly with all the !ndus
tries of the country. There were no radical steps taken. The 
policies were framed upon the basis of conservatism. 

But what happened? It was something, as I said, that has 
never happened in this body before in connection with the c_on
sideration of a tariff bill. The bill was rewritten in .Committee 
of the Whole, and when reported to the Senate a complete 
change has taken place through a combination of votes. I do 
not know whether individual Senators got together and said, " I 
will vote for this if you will vote for that," but I say that every 
Senator who voted one way in Committee of the Whole and 
voted another way after the bill was reported to the Senate will 
have to defend that particular position before his constituents. 
It may be that they can do it. I do not know. ,. · 

I have found that the American people are of good judgment, 
are of sound sense; and even though sometimes we think they 
do not know what we are doing here they do know what is 
going on. They can analyze the situation just as clearly as 
those of us who personally know what has taken place. 

I am sorry that the Senator from Oklahoma, for whom I have 
great respect and high regard, has taken occasion upon this 
floor at this time, in the peculiar circumstances surrounding us, 
to bring my name into the discussion. I can not sit quietly by 
when that is done. I have not reflected upon him ; I have not 
discussed him in this debate. When the Senator from Oklahoma 
says that every Senator when the interests of his own State were 
at stake has voted for the highest rate of duty, I deny it, so far 
as I am concerned. In casting my votes I have been guided on 
every proposition by analysis of the facts; but because I cast 
a vote in favor of a duty on long-staple cotton, as did the Sena
tor from Oklahoma, he draws the deduction, perhaps, that I 
am in the position of having voted for a high rate on everything 
in which my State was interested. 

The merits of the proposal to levy a duty on long-staple cot
ton can not be disputed ; the facts are convincing. . I said on the 
floor of the Senate that in 1921 I voted against a proposed duty 
on long-staple cotton. The Senator from :Michigan took occasion 
to read what I then said. I admit that I voted then against 
a duty on long-staple cotton. I did not at that time think that 
what was being offered would do the cotton producers any good ; 
I did not believe it would be of any benefit to the American cot
ton fa'rmer. The proponents of the tariff bill then pending were 
at that time intending to increase the tariff on sugar, on wool, 
and on many other articles; and they suggested a duty on long
staple cotton as a sop to those of us who were fighting the pro
posed increase on sugar and wooL They perhap1:3 thought that we 
could be bought by such a proposition as that ; but we refused 
to accept their proffer. It is a pity that others now did not 
follow the course we then pursued. 

However, it was shown the following year that the importa
tions of long-staple cotton fell, I think it was; to 38,000 bales 
from, as I recall, about 300,000 bales, while to-day there are 
being imported into the country approximately 400,000 bales 
annually of long-staple cotton, .one-eighth of an inch and over in 
staple. We produce in the United States only approximately 
900,000 bales of that ~ind of cotton. 

The trouble with soine people is that they can not differentiate 
between cotton with a %-inch staple and that with a long staple. 
So, if every tariff rate is to be based upon domestic production 
and importations, it is apparent when we produce 900,000 bales 
of long-staple cotton and j.mport 4001000' bales th~t the importa-

tions must have some effect upon the price paid to the American 
producer of long-staple cotton. 

I was moved not only because of that fact,' but also for the 
reason that if there is one industry in America that has received 
no consideration in a single provision of the pending tariff bill 
it is the production of cotton in the South. Almost every pro.. 
posal in the pending measure carries increased costs to the 
cotton farmers of the South. They can bear it; they are inured 
to it; in the past for generations they have borne that burden, 
and they can still continue to do so if no relief is to be afforded 
them. But, my friends, cotton has declined in price since we 
passed the .farm relief bill from 5 to 6 cents a pound. To-day 
the producer can not sell long-staple cotton at all. The premium 
which usually exists of from 5 to 15 cents between long-staple 
cotton and short-staple cotton bas now dwindled until it is but 
from one-half to 2 cents per pound. The uses of long staple 
are being applied to the uses of short-staple cotton, the effect 
of which naturally is against the short staple. 

Yes; the cotton farmers of the South are in a deplorable con
dition. We have heard much to the effect that the condition 
of the oil industry is bad, but the farmers of the South who are 
engaged in cotton production have been harder hit than have 
those who are engaged in any other industry in the country. 
Of course the wheat producer bas been burt also, but long ago 
Congress gave him a tariff rate upon his product. 

So I felt in duty bound, not particularly because the product 
involved was in my section, but because I thought the facts 
permitted me, to vote for the duty, and I did vote for it. 

However, Mr. President, there is -one industry in my State 
which has appealed to me more strongly and more persistently 
than all others in the consideration of the pending tariff bill, 
and that is the lumber industry. It is one of the chief sources 
of the livelihood of the people of Mississippi. We have still 
remaining much standing timber, and there are great mills in 
the South engaged in turning it into lumber. However, I voted 
not according to their request; I voted against the duty on 
lumber. 

Oil, it is said, has been discovered in my State. It may be 
that in the near future oil will be produced there in two dif
ferent parts of the State. At the instance of representatives 
from Oklahoma interested in my State, it has been said, " Oh, 
we are going to have oil development there." They have peti
tioned me to vote for a tariff on oil. I did not do it. Why? 
Because the Senator from Oklahoma in his speech said that 
there were three big concerns importing oil into the United 
States-the Gulf Refining Co., the Dutch Shell, and the Stand
ard. He further said that those concerns were distributing 
their product, that they had a distributing system, and to-day 
control the price of gasoline and of oil. They pay to the inde
pendent companies whatever they wish to pay, and they will 
continue to retain a strangle hold upon those independents. 
·when we put a tariff duty on oil we merely give to those great 
companies a greater strangle hoid on the independents, and 
higher prices will be levied upon the millions of users of oil and 
gasoline in this country. 

No I have not, simply because some people in my State were 
inter~sted, followed the .course of voting for high duties. I 
could enumerate others. 

Would to God that every Democrat during the consideration 
of this bill had stood by his vote cast as in Committee of the 
Whole a vote that was voiced after full consideration, after 
elabor~te ·arguments pro and con, after deliberate reflection 
upon the part of each individual Senator. Yet we have found 
here Senators who, having voted one way after that full con
sideration when the bill was before the Senate as in the Com
mittee of the Whole, when it gets into the Senate, without 
further arguments but merely on the roll being called, have 
changed their votes the other way. You know, Mr. President, 
and I know, and the American people know that it is by virtue 
of such action that the people of this country will be taxed 
hmidreds of 'millions of dollars because of increased rates of 
duty that are going to be placed in the bill by this new combi
nation. If there had been no switching of votes, this debacle 
would not now 'be witnessed, the work of months in the in
terest of the American people destroyed. 

Answer to your constituents for your change of heart as well 
as votes but do not reflect upon some of us who have stood the 
brunt of attack, who perhaps have been wounded in standing 
firm and in the forefront for the masses of American people. 

l was for the Senator from Oklahoma going upon the Finance 
Committee of the Senate, because I thought he had the coumge, 
I thought he had those qualities of statesmanship that would 
help us to map out a course and policy with reference to tariff 
legislation, and that, no matter what protests might come or 
what admonitions might be shquted by interested individuals, 
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he would stand firm, and by vote and voice cooperate with us, 
his party colleagues, on the committee to carry on whether or 
no. 

Senators, take the case back to your people if you will. We 
are now whipped. Our lines have been broken. But I can 
assure you that with whatever feeble qualities I possess I 
expect as long as my voice and strength hold out to carry the 
fight to the American people and reveal to them those things 
that have happened here during the consideration of this bill, 
that will ever remain a stench in the legislative annals of this 
country. 

Mr. President, more political corpses will have been made 
through action taken in the last few days here in this body 
than were ever made in the same time in the history of the 
United States Senate. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I regret that the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi has seen fit to bring this 
debate down to a question of personalities. I did not-and I 
appeal to the RECORD to sustain my statement--say anything that 
was intended to be personal, or that could be construed to be in 
any sense personal; I referred only to the record. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Oklahoma 

yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 
Mr. '.rHOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. HARRISON. The Senator referred to me. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. ' I referred to the Senator's 

record. 
Mr. HARRISON. Yes; and I referred to the record of the 

Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I was very much impressed by 

the eloquent spe.ch made recently by the Senator in favor of 
a high duty on turpentine, which was advocated on the theory 
that it would help the naval stores interests of his State. I 
supported him in that effort. But, Mr. President, recently--

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. HARRISON. The Senator will recall that I offered an 

amendment the other day which was unanimously adopted by 
the Senate, not a voice being raised against it-I think the Sena
tor from Alabama raised some question at first, but withdrew 
it-providing that if the tariff on synthetic camphor which by 
the amendment offered by the Senator from New Jersey was 
reduced from 6 cents to 5 cents did not result in establishing a 
camphor industry in this country within three yeai's to the 
extent of 20 per cent of the consumptive needs of the country, 
within four years 30 per cent of the consumptive needs of the 
country, and within five years to the extent of one-half of the 
consumptive needs of the country the tariff rate should be re
duced to 1 cent. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I was impressed by the argu
ment made, and I supported the Senator from Mississippi. 

Later, Mr. President, we had another discussion. Democratic 
politics was involved; and we have now in the RECORD the state
ment that those who framed the Democratic platform at Hous
ton wrote the tariff plank and wel'e responsible for its unanimous 
adoption, such plank providing for a competitive tariff; and 
yet when I presented a case fitting that plank perfectly, fitting 
it 100 per cent, not a Senator upon this floor responsible for 
that plank voted for the amendment. 

The Senator says he favored placing me on the Finance Com
mittee. I appreciate the service the Senator has thus rendered 
me, and I give him full credit since he assumes it. 

Mr. President, last night another of those strange incidents 
happened here. Two members of the so-called coalition, having 
obtained high tariff duties on the cheese products of their 
States, changed their former votes on the hardwood lumber 
item and their votes were responsible for the high duty on 
that commodity. 

Mr. President, there has been something said here about 
changing votes. Last June the distinguished Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. Bo&AH] submitted a resolution to the Senate direct
ing the Finance Committee to strike from the tariff bill all 
items related to industry and directed them to bring back to 
this body a bill proposing rates upon agricultural products 
only. I supported that resolution; 38 Members of this body 
supported that resolution; but it failed of passage by a single 
vote. Thus the Finance Committee was turned loose upon the 
gigantic task of making a tariff bill, commencing at the top and 
going down to the bottom and embracing over 21,000 items. 
When the bill was reported to the Senate I submitted a motion 
to strike from the bill all rates relating to industry, leaving 
only the agricultural rates. The motion embodied the identical 
policy, the identical idea, the identical proposition urged by 
the Senator from Idaho; but when the roll was called upon 

my motion, what was the vote? Twenty-eight Senators changed 
their votes; and what havoc has been wrought! 

At that time a discussion on the motion took place upon this 
floor. The Senator says that the .reason Senators changed their 
votes was with the idea of reducing some of the 1922 industrial 
rates; but instead of that most of those rates have been 
increased. 
· Mr. President, I do not care to continue this discussion but I 
am not going to sit silent here and be charged with vodng for 
tariff rates merely because they affect my State. Oklahoma 
will get practically nothing from this bill. Unless my State 
shall obtain relief on oil, no good result will come to the 
3,000,000 people of Oklahoma ; on the other hand, they will be 
forced to pay a higher price for everything they are forced to 
buy. I am not · going to sit idly here and suffer shafts of 
criticism sent by innuendo and by inference. At this time I 
ask unanimous consent to place in the RECORD the vote upoq, 
the Borah resolution, and immediately following. that I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the RECOIID the vote upon 
my motion, the two proposals being identical and showing a 
change of 28 votes, or, rather, that 28 Senators changed their 
minds. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The votes referred to are as follows : 
[Vote on the motion of Senator BoRAH] 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the adoption of the resolu
tion submitted by the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. BORAH, Mr. McKELLAR, and others called for the yeas and nays, 
and they were ordered. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ALLEN (when his name was called). On this question I have a 

pair with the junior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. WALCOTT]. If be 
were present be would vote "nay," and if I were permitted to vote I 
should vote "yea." 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE (when Mr. BLAINE'S name was called}. Making the 
same announcement as before concerning the pair of my colleague [Mr. 
BLAINE], I wish to state if be were present be would vote "yea." 

Mr. NORBECK (when Mr. McMASTER's name was called}. My colleague 
[Mr. McMASTER] is unavoidably absent from the city. He is paired 
with the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. KENDRICK]. If my col
league were present, be would vote " yea." If the Senator from 
Wyoming were present, he would vote "nay." 

Mr. ODDIE (when his name was called). I am paired with my col
league [Mr. PITTMAN] and withhold my vote. If my colleague were 
present, he would vote " yea," and if I were at liberty to vote I should 
vote "nay." 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana (when his name was <.:ailed). I have a gen· 
eral pair with the junior Senator from Mississigpi [Mr. STEPHENS] and 
therefore withhold my vote. If I wer·e at liberty to vote, I should vote 
"nay." 

Mr. SWANSON (when his name was called). I have a general pair 
with the senior Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE]. I transfer that pair 
to the junior Senator from Alabama [Mr. BLACK] and vote "yea." 
I desire to state that if the junior Senator from Alabama were present 
he would vote "yea," and if the senior Senator from Maine were pres
ent be would vote "nay." 

Mr. COPELAND (when Mr. WAGNER's name was called). Making the 
same announcement as before relative to the absence of my colleague 
[Mr. WAGNER], I wish to announce that if be were present he would 
vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. GEORGE. I have a pair with the senior Senator from Colorado 

[Mr. PmPPS]. I have been unable to obtain a transfer of that pail". 
I am advised that if the Senator fr·om Colorado were present be would 
vote "nay." If I were at liberty to vote, I should vote "yea." 

Mr. JONES. I desire to announce that the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. KEYES] has a pair on tbis question with the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD]. If the Senator from New Hampshire 
were present, be would vote "nay," and if the Senator from Minnl:'sota 
were present he would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 38, nays 39, as follows: 
Yeas, 38: Messrs. Barkley, Blease, Borah, Bratton, Brookhart, Cap

per, Caraway, Connally, Copeland, Cutting, Fletcher, Frazier, Glass, 
Harris, Harrison, Hawes, Hayden, Howell, King, La Follette, Mc
Kellar, Norbeck, Norris, Nye, Overman, Pine, Robinson of Arkansas, 
Schall, Sheppard, Simmons, Smith, Swanson, Thomas of Idaho, Thomas 
of Oklahoma, Tydings, Tyson, Walsh of Montana, and Wheeler. 

Nays, 39 : ~!:essrs. Bingham, Bmussard, Burton, . Couzens, Dale, 
Deneen, Dill, Edge, Fess, Gillett, Glenn, Gotr, Goldsborough, Greene, 
Hastings, Hatfield, Hebert, Heflin, Johnson, Jones, Kean, McNary, Met
calf, Moses, Patterson, Ransdell, Reed, Sackett, Shortridge, Smoot, 
Steck, Steiwer, '.rownsend, Trammell, Vandenberg, Walsh of Massa
chusetts, Warren, Waterman, and Watson. 

/ 
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Not voting, 18: Messrs. Allen, Ashurst, Black, Blaine, George, 

Gould, Hale; Kendrick, Keyes, McMaster, Oddie, Phipps, Pittman, 
Robinson of Indiana, Sbipstead, Stephens, Wagner, and Walcott. 

So Mr. BoRAH's resolution was rejected. 
[Vote on the motion of Senator THOMAs of Oklahoma] 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. REED. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerk proceed~d 

to call the roll. 
Mr. BLAINE (when his name was called). I have a general pair with 

the junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. HATFIELD]. Being unable 
to obtain a transfer, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. BLEASE (when bis name was called). I have a pair with the 
senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. GoFF]. Not knowing how he 
would vote, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. CARAWAY (when his name was called). I have a pair with the 
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN]. I can not get a transfer 
and withhold my vote. 

Mr. McKELLAR (when bis name was called). I have a pair with 
the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. HAsTINGS], and I withhold 
my vote. 

Mr. SIMMONS (when his name was called). I have a general pair 
with the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. BunTON]. I am advised that 
if he were present be would vote as I intend to vote. Therefore I vote. 
I vote "nay." 

Mr. TYDINGS (when his name was called). I have a general pair with 
the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. METCALF]. I understand 
be would vote as I shall vote, and I therefore am at liberty to vote. 
I vote " nay." 

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I transfer my pair with 
the senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] to the junior 
Senator from Maine [Mr. GouLD] and vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. JONES. I desire to announce that the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 

THOMAS] is necessarily absent on official business. If present and 
permitted to vote, he would vote "nay." 

Mr. BINGHAM. I have a general pair with the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. Guss]. Not knowing how be would vote, I transfer my 
pair to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. THOMAS] and vote "nay." 

Mr. FEss. I desire to announce that the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
TOWNSEND] has a general pair with the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER]. 

Mr. WALsH of Montana. I announce the unavoidable absence of my 
colleague [Mr. WHEELER] ·on official business. 

Mr. BRoussARD. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr. RANS
DELL] is necessarily detained from the Senate on official business, and 
that if be were present he would vote "nay." 

Mr. WAGNER. I desire to announce that my colleague the senior Sena
tor from New York [Mr. COPELAND] is necessarily absent from the 
city. 

The result was announced-yeas 10, nays 64, as follows : 
Yeas, 10: Messrs. Frazier, Harris, Howell, McMaster, Nye, Pine, 

Schall, Sheppard, Thomas of Oklahoma, and Waterman. 
Nays, 64 : Messrs. Allen, Ashurst, Barkley, Bingham, Black, Borah, 

Bratton, Brock, Brookhart, Broussard, Capper, Connally, Couzens, Cut
ting, Dale, Dill, Edge, Fess, Fletcher, Gillett, Glenn, Goldsborough, 
Greene, Hale, Harrison, Hawes, Hayden, Hebert, Bettin, Johnson, Jones, 
Kean. Kendrick, Keyes, King, La Follette, McNary, Moses, Norbeck, 
Norris, Oddie, Overman, Patterson, Phipps, Pittman, Reed, Robinson of 
Arkansas, Robinson of Indiana, Sackett, Shortridge, Simmons, Smoot, 
Steck, Stephens, Swanson, Trammell, Tydings, Vandenberg, Wagner, 
Walcott, Walsh of Massachusetts, Walsh of Montana, Warren, and 
Watson. 

Not voting, 21: Messrs. Blaine, Blease, Burton, Caraway, Copeland, 
Deneen, George, Glass, Goff, Gould, Hastings, Hatfield, McKellar, Met
calf, Ransdell, · Sbipstead, Smith, Steiwer, Thomas of Idaho, Townsend, 
and Wheeler. 

So tbe motion of Mr. THoMAS of Oklahoma was rejected. 

Mr. HEFLIN. 1\Ir. President, I feel that I should contribute 
to ·the harmonious situation that we have at this time on this 
side of the Chamber, since I was one of those who voted against 
the Borah resolution. I did so, among other reasons, because 
certain agricultural products were excluded from that resolu
tion. One of those products, in particular, was cotton cloth. 
I asked the question, if cloth made out of cotton produced by 
the farmer could be brought in under this resolution if it 
passed and I was told that it could not. That situation was so 
ridicul~u~ to me that I could not give my sanction to the 
resolution. 

I wanted a proposition, if he were going to confine the bill 
to agricultural matters, that would reach goods and products 
made out of the raw material produced by the farmer; and 
when I found that that could not be done under that resolu
tion, I opposed Jt. That was one of my reasons. 

Another reason was that it was admitted upon this floor that 
if we should confine the activities of the Senate to a purely agri
cultural program and pass that program and then turn the bill 
over to the conferees of the two Houses, the conferees could 
ignore all that we had done and write a new and complete 
tariff bill. Nobody can deny that now. They would have 
done it ; of course they would. 

I told Senators at that time, " You have no more chance to 
pass through this body a tariff bill pertaining purely to agri
culture than you have to fly without wings. The other interests 
of this country who want a tariff, who feel that they need a 
tariff, have a right to ask Congress to give them · that tariff." 
I said, "Wanting a tariff, and insisting upon having a tariff, 
they will not permit you to p·ass a bill that excludes all their 
interests and confines the bill to another particular interest." 
I said, " The only way you are going to get relief for the farmer 
in the way of a tariff is to write it into a bill that carries other 
tariff items." 

Any man of practical experience in Congress knows that that 
is true. You have to put it into a general bill. 

The Senate did not accept the Borah resolution. I voted 
against it. The vote was 39 to 38. I have no apology to make 
for my vote. I want an open and fair fight on everythlng. 
I said, " Bring in your bill here and let us consider it item by 
item, and not permit a conference committee to write items in 
it that never were considered by the Senate and then bring 
it back and have us take it or leave it, the whole bulk of it 
at once." That would have been the parliamentary situation if 
the resolution had been adopted. 

Later on, 1\Ir. President, the able Senator from Oklahoma 
[1\!r. THoMAs]-and he is one of the ablest and finest Members 
of this body-brought forth another proposition seeking to con
fine this work mainly to the farmers. That motion was defeated 
by about 28 majority, which shows that the position I took 
before was sustained by the Senate when it reconsidered this 
question; and I may say that others who were not quite so 
farseeing, perhaps, at the time were able later, when the scales 
fell from their eyes, to see that I was right in the position that 
I bad taken on the matter. 

Mr. President, we are now approaching the close of this tariff 
bill, I trust. I am ready to join those who want to drive 
through with it, delaying it as little as po sible, finish up with 
it, and let it go into the hands of the conferees. Every interest 
in this Nation has a right to be heard by Congress. I do not 
care who the man is, how little he is, or bow big he is; if he 
has a matter that Congress has to do with, I will hear him, and 
I will not regard him as a criminal when he comes here. He 
has a right to be heard. All of them have. Thank God, the 
right of petition still belongs to the Anierican citizen! ·When 
these people come here who know their business and who know 
the needs of their business, we ought to hear them ; for we do 
not know it. It is impossible for us to know in detail the work
ings and the needs of the various industries of our country. 
When these people come here they are entitled to be treated 
courteously. There is a vast difference between a lobbyist who 
is trying to corrupt omebody-and he ought to be put in the 
penitentiary-and the lobbyist, so called, who comes and wants 
to present the facts, in order that we may get the truth, so as to 
be able to act intelligently and justly in the matter. 

Mr. President, we have the greatest Government in all the 
world, and I hope to see it perpetuated. Let us be fair and 
just to all interests. I have no criticism to make of the dis
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS] for doing 
whatever he believes he ought to do for his people and his 
country. I have no criticism to make of m·y good friend from 
Mississippi [1\fr. HARRISON] for pursuing the course that he 
thinks he ought to pursue; and I am glad to make this contri
bution to the harmony situation that I find on this side of the 
Chamber to-day. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Utah to the amendment made as 
in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. HALE and other Senators called for the yeas and nays, 
and they were ordered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GOULD (when his name was called). I have a general 

pair with the Senator from Utah [Mr. KING] and withhold my 
vote. 

Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). I announce my 
general pair with the senior Senator from illinois [Mr. DENEEN], 
and therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. SIMMONS (when his name was called). I transfer my 
general pair with the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
GILLETT] to the junior Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], and 
will vote. I YOte u Il!lY ." 
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1\Ir. WATSON (when his name was called). I transfer my 

pair with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] to the 
Senator from Kentucky [l\Ir. RoBSION] and will vote. I vote 
"yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. OVERl\IAN. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator 

from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN] to the senior Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY] and vote "nay." 

1\fr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs: 
The junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. GLENN] with the junior 

Senator from Arkansas [l\1r. 0AnAWA.Y]; and 
The senior Senator from Pennsylvania [l\1r. REED] with the 

senior Senator from Arkansas [l\1r. RoBINSON]. 
The senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] entered 

the Chamber and voted "nay." 
Mr. OVERMAN (after having voted in the negative). The 

Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] having entered the Cham
ber and voted, I withdraw my vote. 

The roll call resulted-yeas 40, nays 40, as follows: 

Allen 
Baird 
Bingham 
Brous ard 
Copeland 
Dale 
F ess 
Goff 
Goldsborough 
Greene 

Ashurst 
Barkley 
Black 
Blaine 
Blea e 
Borah 
Bratton 
Brock 
Brookhart 
Capper 

Grundy 
Hale 
Hastings 
Hatfield 
Hebert 
Jones 
Kean 
Keyes 
McCulloch 
:McNary 

YEAS-40 
Metcalf 
Moses 
Oddie 
Patterson 
Phipps 
Pine 
Pittman 
Ransdell 
Robinson, Ind. 
Schall 

NAYS-40 
Connally Hawes 
Couzens Heflin 
Cutting La Follette 
Dill McKellar 
Fletcher McMaster 
Frazier Norbeck 
George Norris 
Glass Nye 
Harris Sheppard 
Harrison Simmons 

NOT VOTING-16 

Shortridge 
Smoot 
Steiwer 
Sullivan 
Thomas, Idaho 
Townsend 
Vandenberg 
Walcott 
Waterman 
Watson 

Steck 
Stephens 
Swanson 
Thomas, Okla. 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Wagner 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Wheeler 

Caraway Gould Kendrick Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen Hayden King Robsion, Ky. 
Gillett Howell Overman Shipstead 
Glenn Johnson Reed Smith 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas are 40 and the nays are 
40. The Ohair votes "yea," making 41 yeas to 40 nays, and the 
amendment to the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole 
is agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I ask to have in
corporated in the RECORD the vote as in Committee of the Whole 
by which the duty on spring clothespins was fixed at 10 cents 
per gross. 

There being no objection, the vote was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows : 

(CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, November 14, 1929] 

Mr. TH0111AS of Oklahoma. I now offer this amendment as a substitute 
for the amendment before the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the amendment. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The Senator from Oklahoma offers the follow

ing substitute for paragraph 411: 
"PAR. 410. Spring clothespins, 15 cents per gross; house or cabinet 

furniture wholly or in chief value of wood, wholly or partly finished, 
wood flour, and manufactures of wood or bark, or of which wood or bark 
is the component material of chief value, not specially provided for, 25 
pet· cent ad valorem." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS] to the com
mittee amendment. [Putting the question.] The noes seem to have it. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask for the yeas and nays, 
The yeas and nays were ordered and taken. 
Mr. OVERlllAN. I have a general pair with the senior Senator from 

Wyoming [Mr. Warren]. I transfer that pair to the senior Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. AsHURST] and vote yea. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The junior Senator from Utah [Mr. KING] is detained 
from the Senate by illness. 

The Senator from Arizona [1\lr. ASHURST), the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. CARAWAY], the Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH], and the Sena
tor from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN] are detained on official business. 

Mr. l!l!:ss. I wish to announce the following general pairs: 
The Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON] with the Senator from 

Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON] ; 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. GouLD] with the Senator from Missis

sippi [Mr. HARRrsmn ; 
The Senator from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLOCH] with the Senator from 

Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN] ; 
The Senator from Maryland [Mr. GoLDSBOROUGH] with the Senator 

from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWA-Y]; and 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. DALE] with the Senator from :Mon
tana [Mr. WALSH]. · 

The result was announced-yeas 39, nays 37, as follows: 
Yeas, 39: Messrs. Barkley, Black, Blease, Borah, Bratton, Brock, 

Brookhart, Capper, Connally, Copeland, Cutting, Fletcher, Frazier, 
George, Glass, Harris, Hawes, Hayden, Heflin, Howell, Jones, La Follette, 
McKellar, McMaster, Norbeck, Norris, Nye, Overman, Sheppard, Simmons, 
Smith, Steck, Stephens, Swanson, Thomas of Oklahoma, Tydings, Wagner, 
Walsh of Massachusetts, and Wheeler. 

Nays, 37 : Messrs. Allen, Bingham, Broussard, Couzens, Deneen, Edge, 
Fess, Gillett, Glenn, Goff, Greene, Hale, Hastings, Hatfield, Hebert, Kean, 
Kendrick, Keyes, McNary, Metcalf, Moses, Oddie, Patterson, Phipps, 
Ransdell, Reed, Sackett, Schall, Shortridge, Smoot, Steiwer, Thomas of 
Idaho, Townsend, Trammell, Vandenberg, Walcott, and Waterman. 

Not voting, 19 : Messrs. Ashurst, Blaine, Caraway, Dale, Dill, Golds
borough, Gould, Harrison, Johnson, King, McCulloch, Pine, Pittman, 
Robinson of Arkansas, Robinson of Ind.iana, Shipstead, Walsh of Mon
tana, Warren, and Watson. 

So the amendment of Mr. TH0111AS of Oklahoma to the amendment 
of the committee was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now is on concurring 
in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole, as 
amended in the Senate. 

The amendment as amended was concurred in. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah de

sire to have taken up next the mustard-seed amendment? 
Mr. SMOOT. The senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. 

GREENE] has asked me to agree to have the maple-sugar amend
ment go over for to-day, and to take it up to-morrow. I have 
just spoken to the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. IIARR.I
soN] and he said he has no objection to that course. 

Mr. HARRISON. That is agreeable, if the Senator from Ver- 
mont wants it to go over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
will be passed over. The next amendment on which a separate 
vote was reserved was that relating to mustard, which the 
secretary will state. · 

The CHIEF CLERK. In paragraph 779, page 145, line 15, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, struck out "2 cents " 
and inserted in lieu thereof " 3 cents," so as to read : 

Mustard seeds (whole), 3 cents per pound. 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. President, I send an amend
ment to the desk which I desire to offer. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the amend
ment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. The Senator from Maryland offers the 
following amendment. On page 145, line 15, to strike out "3 
cents " and insert in lieu thereof " 1 cent," so as to read: 

Mustard seeds (whole), 1 cent per pound. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Maryland to the 
amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. President, the bill as it was re
ported to the House provided a tariff rate on mustard seed of 
2 cents per pound, and on ground or prepared mustard of 8 
cents per pound. The Senate committee recommended exactly 
the same rates. The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
adopted an amendment offered by the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. FRAziER] increasing the rate from 2 cents to 3 cents. 
My amendment now seeks to reduce the rate, and to substitute 
1 cent per pound for 3 cents per pound. 

Under the Fordney-McOumber Act of 1922 mustard seed was 
given a rate of 1 cent per pound, the same rate proposed in the 
amendment I now submit. 

Under the Underwood-Simmons Tariff Act mustard seed was 
put on the free list as it was under the Payne-Aldrich Act. 

In paragraph 779 of the pending bill the duty, as I have 
stated, is made 2 cents. The amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. FRAZIER] was to raise the duty to 3 cents, 
and my amendment seeks to cut that to 1 cent. 

There are two major species of mustard seed, the brown and 
the yellow. They have their own distinct uses and purposes 
and are sold and priced differently. 

The brown seed is the more valuable of the two, selling, 
ordinarily, for around 11 cents per pound, while the finest 
English yellow seed sells for 8 cents per pound, and "fair" 
yellow seed for 5 cents. The brown seed is by far the easiest 
to raise, especially in this country. 

1\Ir. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
l\1r. GOLDSBOROUGH. I yield. 
Mr. SMOOT. Would the Senator be willing to accept the 

rate of 2 cents, as provided for in the House, instead of the 
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amendment adopted as in Committee of the Whole? I will say 
to the Senator that if he will do that I will ask the Senate to 
agree to the 2 cents. 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Yes; I will accept that. 
. Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I could not agree to any such 
compromise. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is, the Senator wants the rate 1 cent? 
1\lr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I want it kept at 1 cent. 

There are 19,000,000 pounds of this article imported into this 
country and only 2,000,000 pounds produced. 

1\Ir. SMOOT. Then the Senator from 1\Hrryland may proceed. 
Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. President, the finest yellow mu~ 

tard seed is imported from England. There have been attempts 
from time to time to raise English yellow seed in various parts 
of the world, including California, but all of these attempts have 
been unsuccessful, for actual tests and demonstrations on a 
commercial scale have proven that the flavor and quality of the 
yellow seed produced outside of England are most inferior -and 
unsatisfactory to the American market, and the American mar
ket will not ab orb such inferior products. The mere increas
ing of the price of the English mustard seed tlrrough increasing 
the duty will not increase the market for the California product 
and will benefit no one, while injuring the consuming public. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. :Mr. President, will the Sena
tor yield? 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Whatever little of this mus

tard seed is produced in this country is produced in California, 
is it not? 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is it not a fact that large 

amounts of imported mustard seed are sold and used in Cali
fornia, the domestic supply either being inferior to the imported 
or the q'Pantity not being sufficient? 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. That is quite· true. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So that even California it

self, and the manufacturers of articles into which mustard seed 
go, use large quantities of the 19,000,000 pounds imported? 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. I think the Senator is correct. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. M-r. President. will the Senator 

from Maryland yield to me? 
Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. I yield. 
l\1r. WALSH of Montana. The information given by the 

Senator from Massachu etts is not altogether accurate. The 
growing of mustard seed is a promising industry of my State-
Montana-though perhaps the Senator from Massachusetts is 
excusable, because apparently that fact bas not come to the 
attention of the .Tariff Commission. 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. 1\Ir. President, the high grade of 
mustard flour to be sold in the American mar~et must be pro
duced from English yellow seed; no other has the requisite 
flavor, the heat, and the sweetness which the discriminating 
American market demands: Whether there be a duty on mus
tard seed or not, this English yellow mu tard seed must continue 
to be imported. The California yellow seed, which it is alleged 
is the domestic competitor of the English seed, is very different 
in quality and in flavor, and is produced in such small quanti
ties that it can not and will not ever be a substitute for the 
English seed. 
· I am reliably informed that the crop of Califor nia yellow 
mustard seed this year will be 260,000 pounds or more. 

California, in addition to producing yellow mustard seed in 
small quantities, produces a brown mustard seed, to which I 
have already referred, which is the favorite of its type on the 
American market, in very large quantities. The crop of Cali
fornia brown seed, which will be produced this year, will prob
ably amount to in excess of 1,400,000 pounds. This seed sells 
at a premium higher than any other mustard seed on the Ameri
can market. The net result of the proposed duty on mustard 
seed will be to increase the cost of mustard to the American 
consumer, and will, by increasing the cost of the raw material 
and leaving the duty on the manufactured product the same, 
stimulate the business of the foreign manufacturer of ground 
and prepared mustard, but depress the busine.,s of the American 
manufacturer who purchases his raw material subject to a 
heavy duty. No po sible stimulation of the traffic in California 
seed can be expected, for it is reasonable to assume that since 
the California brown seed bas for so long been selling at a 
premium, an additional duty will hardly stimulate its sale, and 
since the California yellow seed is of such a low grade and is 
so unmarketable that no amount of protection can force the 
public to con ume it. 

The pre . ent proposed duty on mustard seed carries no corre
sponding duty on prepared mustard, which retains its present 
rate of 8 cents per pound, while the duty on the raw material is 

increased from 1 cent to 2 cents. Obviously a compensating 
duty on the manufactured article would be, roughly, 16 cents. 

The mustard industry in the United States is not asking for 
a higher duty on prepared mustard unless the duty on mustard 
seed is increased. Their desire is · to see the present duties on 
mustard seed remain the same as they are under the 1922 act 
the stated reason being that an increased duty can not advanta: 
geously affect tlie American producers of mustard seed becau e 
the producers of brown seed already occupy a most favorable 
position on the world market, and the producers of the yellow 
seed are few and produce an _inferior product, which would not 
be absorbed at any price. 

In the city of Baltimore there is located one of the Iru·gest 
spice houses in the United States. They import and pack a 
tremendous quantity of mustard for table use, and this portion 
of their business will be seriously menaced by the proposed duty 
and it can only result in the increased cost being passed on to 
the consumer. 

If it were possible for California to grow sufficient seed to 
supply the entire American marketJ and if, in addition, it were 
possible to grow the type of seed demanded by the American 
market, then a duty to protect the American grower from the 
competition of the foreign farmer would not perhaps be effective, 
but since the home demand for the home product, as differenti
ated from the foreign product, exceeds the quantity of the prod
uct which can be produced, an-d since the market for the foreign 
products can not be supplied by the domestic product, certainly 
an increased duty upon the foreign product can have no effect 
other than to lay a hardship upon the manufacturers and con
sumers of the articles made from the imported ·products. 

In the interest of both the manufacturers and the consumers, 
it is eminently desirable that the duty on imported mustard seed 
be maintained at its pre ent level, and the now existing differ
ential between the duties upon unground mustard seed and pre
pared or ground mustard flour be rigidly maintained for the 
specific reason that this raw product, as required by American 
manufacturers, is not duplicated by any native product whatso
ever, and is not competitive with any native product. 

I ·urge the adoption of the amendment I am now submitting. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I can hardly understand 

why we should think of having a high rate on mustard with a 
total consumption of about 19,000,000 pounds in the United 
States, when we produce only 1,500,000 pounds in the country. 
While the Senator fram Montana [Mr. WALSH] said that some 
is raised in his State, of course the great bulk of that very 
limited quantity is raised in CalifoJ.·nia in one re ·tricted area. 
If this is put forward as a farm-relief measure certainly we 
are not going to {}o something which will impose a tax upon all 
the farmers of the country for the sake of protecting -a couple 
of hundred farmers wbo produce, as a small part of the crops 
they raise, mustard, and a mustard of inferior quality at that. 

Prepared mustard is used almost in every home in America ; 
I think I may say it is used in every home in America; and to 
impose a tax upon .every home in the United States for the sake 
of the very small amount of money which would be received by 
the limited number of mustard growers, to my mind, is beyond 
reason. I hope sincerely that · the amendment of the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH] will be adopted. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, this matter was quite 
thoroughly considered by the House Ways and Means Com
mittee and by the House, and after such consideration the rate 
was fixed at 2 cents per pound. I recall very well, quite dis
tinctly, that the Finance Committee gave more or le s thoughtful 
consideration to this particular item and that it agreed with 
the House for reasons to which I need not now do more than 
refer. It is quite true that when the item came before the 
Senate as in Committee of the Whole the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. GoLDSBOROUGH] uggested an amendment such a he 
now urges, whereupon the Senator from North Dakota '[:1\fr. 
FB.A.ZIER] proposed an amendment to the suggeste<l amendment 
of the Senator from Maryland, and in the hurry, may I say, a 
3 cents' duty was fixed instead of 2 cents, as appeared in the 
bill, and 1 cent, as sugge ted by the Senator from .1\Iaryland. 

The Senator from Maryland has stated, in response to an 
inquiry put by the Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT], the chair
man of the Finance Committee, that he, the Senator from Mary
land, would be willing to accept the rate fixed by the House 
Ways and Means Committee, the House of Representatives, and 
the Senate Finance Committee--namely, 2 cents per pound. 

Mr. President, there were imported into this country last 
year, speaking in round numbers, 17,500,000 pounds of mustard 
seed. Forty per cent of that large amount came from China. 
I question very much whether the farmers of Montana or North 
Dakota or Nebraska or California can compete .in labor costs 
with the u nfortunate, the unha-ppy, the poverty-stricken labor-
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ing people--men, women, and children-in China. Of course, 
if it is the wish to reduce the price of our labor and to put our 
farmers into direct competition with the poorly paid, the 
unhappy, and almost hopeless laboring people of other countries 
it can be done. But who wishes to do it? 

In order that we may protect American industry on the farm, 
in the forest, in the mine, on the railroad, in the mill, and in 
the factory as against competition with men, women, and chil
dren similarly employed in foreign countries at distressingly 
low compensation ; in order that we may keep up our level of life 
and living in America, we impose certain tariff duties. Of 
course, we have in mind also the raising of necessary revenue to 
carry on our great country. 

Forty per cent of this product of the farm comes from China. 
In round figures, 38 per cent plus comes from England. The 
remaining part comes from other countries, some across the 
channel in Europe. 

1\fy learned friend from New York [Mr. CoPELAND] has sug
gested that whereas we import 17,500,000 or, as he stated, 
19,000,000 pounds of mustard seed and only produce 1,500,000 
or 2,000,000 pounds, therefore--such is his logic-we should 
not raise the tariff ; and if he were logical, his argument would 
lead to the conclusion that we should remove the tariff entirely 
and import all mustard seed from abroad. 

Our purpose in levying a duty on this agricultural product is 
the same in purpose as the levying of a tariff on other agricul
tural products, and that purpose is to protect and encourage 
those now immediately engaged in the production of that prod
uct and to encourage others to engage in the same branch of 
agricultural enterprise. Our belief is that · by adequate pro
tection the American industry of mustard-seed raising will im
prove, develop, that more acres will be put to use, resulting 
in profit to those immediately engaged in the business, and by 
diversifying farm products be of substantial benefit to the 
farmer. 

My friend from Maryland [Mr. GoLDSBOROUGH] quite ener
getically, and loyal as he is to the interests of his State, makes 
a plea on behalf of the manufacturer of mustard from mustard 
seed. He suggests that the proposed rate would be burdensome 
to the manufacturer, but in the next breath, forgetful of what 
he has just stated, he states that the added costs of mustard 
would be carried on to the ultimate consumer. If that were so, 
then, of course, the manufacturer suffers nothing. 

In any event, not desiring to go into further detail in the 
matter, I submit to those who listen and to the Senate that the 
rate fixed by the House and the Senate Finance Committee, and 
agreeable to the Senator from Maryland, who offers the sug
gested amendment, should be agreed to by the Senate, namely, 
that the rate be 2 cents per pound-not for the protection of 
California alone. I repeat myself, Mr. President, when I say, 
as indeed I have said many times as applied to other agricultural 
products and manufacturing products, that I would take this 
position even if not one mustard seed grew in California, if it 
all grew in Montana, or Nebraska, or Texas, or any other one 
of the 48 States of this Union. Further to repeat myself, I be
lieve.in a protective tariff as a national policy, and I seek to build 
up an industry in Maine as cheerfully as I strive to encourage 
and build up an industry in California. Happily, in assisting 
Maine I am helping California. If I help the great imperial 
State of New York to set to work hundreds and thousands of 
men in her mills and factories I am assisting them, and at the 
same time I am benefiting the great and beloved State whence I 
come, for the great city of New York is a market for the products 
of California. I now look into the face of the learned Senator 
whose range of knowledge is to me amazing and whose industry 
is not exceeded by that of any Member of this body, whose de
votion not only to his own State but to the Union is unques
tioned. I look into the face of the learned Senator from New 
York and say that when he or others assist California, he and 
others are assisting the great State of New- York; for we of 
California are the market for the products of his great city and 
State, even as they are a market for the products of California. 
The only difference between the two cities-San Francisco and 
New York-if the Senator will pardon a playful thought, is that 
the one is near heaven's Golden Gate while the other is near
another gate. [Laughter.] 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I assume that when the 
Senator speaks of the other gate near which New York City is 
located he means the gate of heaven. I thank the Senator for 
his kind words. I would give him anything in the world that 
he asks for except a tariff on Coleman's mustard, and I can 
not vote for that. · 

Mr. HALE. 1\Ir. President, the Senator from California said 
be would be very glad to help the industries of my State. 

One of the industries in my State would be particularly 
affected by the adoption of this amendment of the Committee 

of the Whole proposing to increase the duty on mustard. I 
refer to the sardine industry. In my State sardines are put up 
in various ways, and one way is to put them up in mustard. 
Obviously the sardine packers have got to obtain their mustard 
somewhere; and if the price is going up on the foreign prod
uct, which seems to be about the only mustard that we can get 
in this country, it is going to affect the business of the sardine 
packers. I therefore very much hope that the amendment of 
the Senator from Maryland will prevail. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. 1\fr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEas in the chair). Does 

the Senator from Maine yield to the Senator from California? 
Mr. HALE. I yield. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. If the Senator from Maine will permit 

me, that is the argument that State men make--men who think 
of their own States first, last, and all the time. 

Mr. HALE. Of course the Senator never thinks of California. 
1\fr. SHORTRIDGE. I think of California, but I also think 

of Maine. 
1\fr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, what does the Senator from 

California think of Maine? 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I think fairly well of Maine. Maine 

has produced great men and still breeds them. One of the 
Senators from California, who honored this Chamber for twenty 
and odd years [Mr. Perkins] was borne in Maine. Of course he 
had the good -\ taste to leave there when he was young. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. President, theoretically, levying a tariff on any article 
will increase the price of that article, but in practical operation 
we often find that competition keeps the price down. It, how
ever, preserves the American market for the American producer. 
I am wondering upon what theory my amiable and beloved 
friend from Maine wanted an increase of the tariff on potatoes. 
People eat potatoes; and I understand the production of pota
toes is quite an industry, that potatoes are produced in great 
volume in the far away northea~tern State of Maine. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, will the Senator from California 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Cali
fornia yield to the Senator from Maine? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I yield. 
Mr. HALE. In a favorable year we produce in this country 

about 60,000,000 bushels more of potatoes than we consume. I 
should like to ask the Senator from California if he thinks the 
production of potatoes is on a parallel with the production of 
mustard? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Not quite; but in time, if we shall be 
given ample protection, we can raise all the mustard seed in 
America that is or will be used in America. I am not speaking 
of wild mustard seed, which, of course, is a menace; but, doubt 
it not, the intelligent industry of our people can and will raise 
all the mustard seed we need, provided adequate tariff protection 
is given. However, whether or not we shall be able to wholly 
supply the American demand, I am asking for this protection 
for those who are now engaged in the industry. The learned 
Presiding Officer [Mr. FEss in the chair] recalls that when the 
great, thorough, 100 per cent protectionist, William McKinley, 
was the chairman of the House Committee on Ways and Means, 
and the subject m-a-tter of a tariff on tin plate was under con
sideration, there were a great many gentlemen who thought 
th.at 'tin plate was made entirely of tin! A suggested tariff on 
tin plate was violently opposed by those who held to the theory 
that we could not make tin plate as cheaply as it was made 
abroad and imported into this country. As of then the tin-plate 
industry was, indeed, an "infant industry," but think of it 
to-day! 

If I were disposed to do so I could run down the list of prac
tically every American industry and show that by adequate pro
tection each and all of them have developed, giving employment 
to millions of skilled and unskilled labor. In other words, the 
proposed duty on this particular little item, which has taken 
up so much time--and I myself am at fault for consuming so 
much time--will work no injury whatever upon the manufac
turer, and ultimately it will not increase the price to the con
sumer, but presently it will seek to keep the American market 
for the American producer, and will induce other agricul
turists, owners of land, to plant al\d raise and produce this 
article of ordinary use and of commerce. 

I think-again referring to New York and to Maine-when 
we stand here and favor a tariff on agricultural products which 
are raised in either -or both of those States; when we stand 
here and urge, as I have nrged, adequate protection for manu
factured articles made in the hundreds of mills and factories 
of the great State of New York, that it is not a trading of votes 
but it is an intelligent and broad-minded reciprocity of action 
on their part when they vote, as I think they should, to give 



5158 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE MAROH' 13 
adequate protection to an agricultural product raised in 
sister States. I hope that what is agreeable tQ the Senator from 
Maryland will be accepted here by the Senate, and that his 
present amendment calling for only 1 cent a pound on mustard 
seed may be defeated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Maryland [l\Ir. 
GoLDSBOROUGH) to the amendment made as in Comlnittee of 
the Whole. 

Mr. WALSH of Mas achusetts. Mr. President, this is not 
a question of levying a protective duty for the benefit of 
the mustard-seed producers; it is a question of what the rate· 
should be. There already is a duty of 1 cent per pound. 
Now it is proposed-in fact, it is already incorporated in 
the bill as it now stands-that the duty shall be 3 cents per 
pound. 

Let us see how these duties work out on the basis of ad 
valorem rates. The equivalent ad valorem of the present 
rate of 1 cent per pound is about 18 per cent; the equivalent 
ad valorem of the rate of 3 cents per pound is about 55 
per cent; the equivalent ad valorem of the: rate of 2 cents 
per pound provided in the House bill and recommended by 
the Senate Finance Committee is about 37 per cent. So it 
is proposed here to increase the duty from 18 per cent to 55 
per cent, an increase in the rate of about 200 per cent upon 
mu tard seed. 

As has already been pointed out, mustard seed 1s used very 
extensively by spice and mustard manufacturers. I have 
rarely heard such vigorous protests and opposition to a com
modity as have been presented· by those manufacturers, be
cause they · clai.ln they must import mustard seed~ and there
fate must pay the increased duty of 40 per cent, and must 
pass that duty on to the consumer. They also assert tliat 
the imported seed is superior to the domestic seed. If that 
be true, and the domestic industry has not been able to 
produce a sati. factory seed for the manufacturers of mus
tard and spice, it seems to me there can be no sound reason 
advanced for increasing this duty above 1 cent; in fact, as 
has been pointed out, the State of California, which pro
duces the only substantial crop of domestic brown and yellow 
mustard seed, bas to impol't a large amount of such seed for its 
own mustard and spice manufacturers. 

I will give the Senator some figures upon that aspect of 
this question : 

On January 4 I wrote you, showing that. the shipment of mustard 
seed to California from foreign countries from June 1 to January 1 
(last year) was 665,000 pounds. 

All that is produced in California is 240,000 pounds. So in 
six months there were imported 665,000 pounds, as against a 
domestic production. of 240,000 pounds. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. Presiden~ will the Senator· a-llow 
me to in tel'rupt him? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I will yield in just a 
moment. The writer of the letter further says : 

To-day I wish to add additional shipments reported by the American 
Spice Trade Association and confirmed by the Oil, Paint, and Drug Re
porter of New York, issues J'anuary 6, 13, 20, 27, and February 3-
285,780 pounds. This, added to the shipments of the previous seven 
months, makes a total of 950,780 pounds. This was almost all yellow 
seed. It is the yellow seed that our manUfacturers seek, because ot its 
color and its strength. 

The entire production of California yellow seed for the 12 months of 
1029 was less than 240,000 pounds. Therefore, California imported 
foreign yellow seed, in eight months, four times the entire production 
of the 12 months of 1929. 

The anivals the past few weeks-January 6 to February 3, 1930-
were, 374 bags to Los .Angeles (.foannes Corporation) and 925 bags to 
San Francisco (GirardelU). a total of 1,299 bags. 

What is the position of the Senator from California, whose 
zeal and earnestness and enthusiasm for high protective duties 
we all under tand? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President-
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The figures given refer to yellow 

mustard seed. What of the brown seed? Has the Senator the 
statistics as to the brown seed? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The total production in Call
• fornia of both brown and yellow is 240,000 pounds. 

1\fr. SHORTRIDGE. I inquire what year those figures cover? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts: The greatest quantity that 

has ever been produced in this country was 2,000,000 pounds, 
as against an importation of between twenty and thirty million 
pounds. That is conect; I am sure the Senator agrees to th~t. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I can not agree to those figures. I 
think the domestic production has gone up to 4,000,000 pounds, 
although I may be in error as to that. 

1\lr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I know the Senator has 
asserted that to be the fact; but I have evidence before me, if I 
should care to- take the time to present it, which would con
tradict that figure, and which indicates that the domestic produc~ 
tion bas not been much in excess of 2,000,000 pounds. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. If the Senator will permit me, he has 
called attention to the fact of the quantity imported, the quan
tity raised in California, and the quantity, in a sense, imported 
into California. Of course,. the Senator will remember my sug
gestion that we seek to increase the acreage of production in 
order to satisfy the· demands of ot':IY own people within the State 
and to supply the market in America. 

Now, my question is,. if that argument be erroneous and falla
cious, if it has no persuasive weight at all, upon what theory 
does my learned friend stand up-----and I humbly by hi side-
asking for adequate protection on certain types of shoes made by 
the skilled labolt and the brawn and brain of the good men and 
women of Massachusetts? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I will tell the Senator upon 
what theory I take that position. When I rose I said that I was 
not discussing the question of whether mustard seed ought to 
have a protective duty or not. 

1\Ir. SHORTRIDGE. The SenatDr agrees to 2 cents? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I was discussing whether the 

rate now levied was smsfactory and sufficient or, if an increase 
was necessary, what ought that increase to be. 

Mr. SHOR:I'RIDGE. I see. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I shall expect, when I pro

pose a dnty upon leather and shoes, that the Senator from Cali
fornia will first of all consider whether a case for any protection 
is made out-·-

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly. 
Mr. WALSH of Mas achusetts. And, secondly, whether I am 

asking for too high a rate-whether it ought not to be lower. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I shall do so. 
Mr. WALSH' of Massachusetts. I am voting for protective 

duties, and all the Members of this body are, day after day. 
Our differences are chiefly over l'ates---<>ne element here seeking 
to keep the rates down, another element seeking to put the 
rates up. There is no longer any division in this body about 
protection to industries here. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I am glad to hear that. I hope th.at 
is so. 

Mr. WALSH ot Ma sachusetts. There is a serious difference 
between indefensible excessive protection and a defensible mod
erate protection. 

In this very case the Senator is actually asking to extract 
from the poc.kets of the people of his State and fl·om the mustard 
manufacturers and the spice manufacturers four times as much 
money as he seeks to put by this duty in the pockets of the 
mustal'd-seed producers. 

Let me illustrate: 
If this duty iS to be effective, let us say it results in $50,000 

a year more being given to the mustard-seed producers of Cali
fornia. The- Senator goes right into the pockets of the people 
of his own State, to say nothing about the people of the country 
in general, and extracts $200,000. How can he justify that? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGlD. I justify it in this way: That our fir t 
duty is to try to help those in need of assistance; and the 
farmer of my State engaged in this particular line of business 
needs, as be thinks, this protection. I may relieve the Senator's 
mind, and perhaps calm my own, by saying that nobody in Cali
fornia-the imaginary consumer or the actual consumei'-is 
protesting against the suggested rate. 

Mi. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I do not want 
to prolong the discussion of this matter. I do want to call atten
tion to the fact that it is claimed that mustard seed is being 
produced in other States, in Montana and "in North Dakota; and 
the able Senator from the latter State offered an amendment, 
which was adopted by the Senate, increasing this duty from 1 
cent to 3 cents. 

I should like to have the Senator's opinion upon this matter 
now. I invite the attention of the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. FRAZIER] to what I am about to say. I am informed that 
the mustard seed that is raised in his State is what is called 
wild It\Ustard seed, or a somewhat similar name; that it sells 
for llh cents to 3 cents a pound on the average, while the 
imported mustard seed sells for 11 cents a pound ; and that the 
mustard seed which is raised in the Senator's State has been 
declared by the Department of Agriculture to be unfit for use 
and objectionable on the ground of being in violation of the pure 
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food laws~ I ask the- Senator, in_ order to be en Ugh tened, if · my 
statement is correct. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator 
that his statement is not correct. The pure-food administrators 
have -n{)t said, as I understand, that · the wild mustard is unfit 
for food. They say thaL it is. an adulteration of the tame 
mustard and that if it is included in the preparation. of mustard 
it must be so labeled; that is all. . 

Mr. wALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I have her~ a 
letter, which I should like to have read by. the clerk, which 
states the position of the Department of Agriculture upon. that 
matter and which was, I think, written to the Senator- from 
North Dakota by the Senator from Maryland. I ask to have 
the clerk read this memorandum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without... objection, it will be 
read. . 

1 
..1. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, before-that s u.one, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly,. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I was a little a~tonished at t_?e 

information given us that wild mustard seed Is a comme!ctal 
product at all, or that it has found a use. It grows extensryely 
all over the West>-and· is universally regarded as a most nonous 
and pestiferous weed. I never heard that it had any val!le 
for any purpose; and I was astonished to learn, from the I~ 
formation the Senator gives us, that it sells. for a cent and a 
half a pound. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am so informed: ... 
'Mr. WALSH of Montana. I think that informatiOn can not 

be correct. 
Mr. SMOOT. -Mr. President-- · 
The PREs-IDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa

chusetts yield to the Senator from Utah 'I 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do. 
Mr. SMOOT. I will say that some of the wild mustard seed 

is being used in mustard plasters. 
Mr WALSH of Massachusetts. That is my information. 
Mr: SMOOT. It is taken out of the screenings of ~heat 

wherever possible; and lately it has become a commodity in 
trade though not to a very great extent. 

Mr ~ W A.LSH of Montana. That is to say, it is nor grown for 
commerce. 

Mr. SMOOT. No. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Some of it is saved out of· the 

wheat screenings and utilized for some purpose or other . . 
Mr. SMOOT. Most of it is derived in that way; but I think 

wild mustard grows in nearly all or the Western States, as far 
as that is concerned, and it is a trouble to get rid of it. I 
mean, it grows along ditch banks and on land that i.s not 
cultivated. The wind carries it and it grows, but lately It bas 
been used by taking it from the screenings of oats and wheat 
and putting it in mustard plasters. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is my infOTID.ation. 
I will say to the Senator from Montana that the information 

I ha.ve obtained is as follows : 
There is a wild or eharlock black so-called mustard produced there

Meaning in the Senator's State-
and offered for· sale. According to the ruling of the Department of 
Agriculture, this seed is not true mustard. It· does not · even possess 
the properties of a true mustard. It has been offered for years at 
about 3 cents per pound, but better users do not buy it even at that. 

There is also a limited quantity of yellow mustard grown in Mon
tana and pru:ts of one or two ot:Mr mid-west States ; and this is also 
a poor, pale type, not even as good as California yellows. Extensive 
experiments have been made, trying to grow better seed in the West by 
planting foreign-grown seed, but the resultant crop has--always· had the 
same poor domestic characteristics. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, from what does the 
Senator read now? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. From a memorandum fur
nished me by spice manufacturers, and I assume they obtained 
this information from the Departmentt of Agriculture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does· the Senator· desire the 
article read which he sent· to the desk? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In just a moment. 
In reference to the seed that grows in Montana, I now read 

from a letter written me by the Stickney & Poor · Spice Co., one 
of the largest· spice manufacturers in the country, in reference 
to the efforts of this company to buy black and yellow mustard 
seed in Montana.. This letter is dated January 10, 1930, and is, 
in part, as follows: 

We bought a lot of brown mustard seed from them (the Barkemeyer 
Gn.in & Seed Co., of Great Falls, Mont.), also a lot ot ·yeiiow mustard 
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seed from them. We wanted to · test out the- quality of thei-r seeds. We 
bought these goods February 21 for prompt shipment-almost 11 months 
ago. We have not received a . pound. A few weeks after we made the 
purchase they w.rote saying that· the goods would be shipped very soon. 
They have defaulted on the business and we have made a report to that 
effect to the American Spice Trade Association. 

This letter as I say, is dated January 10, 193-(). The informa, 
tion that cox'nes to me from these manufacturers is that they 
can not get any brown or yellow mustard seed from any other 
part of-this country except California ; that they can get it from 
Calif<n'nia, but only in limited amounts and of infe'rior quality. 

I desire to say in conclusion that so far as I have been able 
to get the views of these mi:mufacturers, they have no an* 
tagonism whatever to the domestic mustard-seed industry. 
They would much prefer to be able to buy this seed in America 
if it could be produced here; but they are unable to . get it of 
satisfactory quantity and quality~ The facts are that the im
ports are continuing to increase, that we- are now importing 
over 20,000,000 pounds, and that the production in this country 
is about- 2,000,000 pounds. 

I do not think a case has been made out here to increase 
the duty beyond the present amount of 1 cent per pound. 
1\ir. President, the manufacture of mustard in various forms 
is a large industry in this country for medicinal use, and it is 
the staple condiment of the common people, as it adds zest and 
makes palatable even coarser meats and foods. 

The higher duty is advocated supposedly to benefit a few 
local farmers. It would not likely help even them but would 
help a few speculators and operators to get control of the small 
supplies and maintain unreasonably high prices, thereby causing 
the entire population to pay high prices for a necessity. '.rhe 
price the public will have to pay because of this increased duty 
will be tremendous compared to the few thousand dollars that 
will acc-rue to the seed producers-of California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the letter 
will be read. 

The legislative cle::k read as follows -: 
MARCH 5, 1930. 

Bon. LYNN J. FRA.zn:R, 
United States Senate, Washington; D. 0. 

MY DEAR SENATOR : This morning- in a conversation with Doctor 
Crawford, of ' the Bureau of Chemistry, Department of Agriculture, I 
was advised that the following ruling on mustard seed was issued on 
June 24, 1911, by the Board of Food and Drug Inspection. which WUB 

approved by Secretary James Wilson: 
"It has come to the attention -of the Board of Food and Drug -In · 

spedion that the seed of cbarlock (Brassioa arvensis L., or black wild 
mustard) is being substituted by some manufacturers, in whole or in 
part, for that of true· mustard, to wit, yellow or white musta.xd. 

"Brassica: It is the- opinion of the board that when charlock lor 
black wild mustard) is substituted in part ·for mustard the label should 
clearly indicate this fact. The condiment prepared from mustard or 
mustard flour and charlock, with salt, Sl}ices, and vinegar, is not ' pre
pared mustard,' but provided when a greater quantity of mustard than 
of charlock is used it should. be called ' prepared mustard· and charlock.' 

,, H. w. WILEY, 
" F. L. DUNLAP, 
"GEORGE P. MCCAVE, 

((Board of Food and Drug Inspection." 
Doctor Crawford is confirming the above by a memorandum from 

the department, which is being- sent to me by messenger, and I shall 
be very glad to let you ha-ve this if you so desire ·in order to confirm 
the above. 

Sincerely yours, 
P. L. GOLDSBOROUGH. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. GoLDSBOROUGH] 
to the amendment mad-e as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana obtained the floor. 
Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon

tana yield to the Senator from North D-akota! 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
Mr. FRAZIER. r should"' liRe to suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield for that 

purpose? 
Mr. W .ALSH of Montana. I trust tlie Senator. will not do 

that. 
Mr. FRAZIER. If we are going to have a vote on this prod~ 

uct, the Members of the Senate ought to near what is said 
about- it 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Very well; I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the rolt 
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The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Ashurst Glass Keyes 
Baird Glenn La Follette 
Black Goff McCulloch 
Blaine Goldsborough McKellar 

~~~~on 8~~~nd~ ~~rc~11 
Broussard Hale Norbeck 
Capper Harris Norris 
Connally Harrison Oddie 
Copeland Hatfield Overman 
Couzens Hawes Patterson 
Cutting Hayden Phipps 
Dale Hebert Ransdell 
Fess Heflin Robinson, Ind. 
Fletcher Johnson Schall 
Frazier Jones Sheppard 
Ge01·ge Kean Shortridge 

Simmons 
Smoot 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Vandenberg 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Waterman 
Watson 

The £RESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-six Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, under the present 
law mustard seed is dutiable at the _yate of 1 cent per pound, 
while- prepared mustard is burdened with a duty of 8 cents per 
pound. 

I can not help thinking -that the information given to the 
Senate with respect to this particular item comes in very large 
part from the producers of prepared mustard, who utilize the 
mustard seed as the raw material of their product. Indeed, 
the article read to us by the mover of the pending motion, the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. GoLDSBOROUGH], reads like a brief 
prepared by the manufacturers of prepared mustard. 

That reminds me that when another infant industry of the 
State of Montana, the production of manganese, was under con
sideration, and the question of the imposition of a duty upon 
that particular product was before us, it, like this, was oppo~d 
by the very interests which have grown inordinately wealthy m 
consequence of high duties imposed upon their products, and 
which are here asking for increases upon them. 

Mr. President, this is a new industry. Much has been said 
of the advisability of curtailing the production of wheat, for 
instance, and of how it would be good policy for the growers of 
wheat to engage in the production of some other kind of crops. 
My esteemed friend the senior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
RANSDELL] was proposing to us some time ago the extension of 
the culture of sugar beets and cane in order to reduce the area 
devoted to the culture of cotton and wheat, in order that the 
wheat farmer might be benefited in his economic condition. It 
was easy to demonstrate that it is utterly impossible to limit 
the production of wheat by the extension of the culture of sugar 
beets, sugar beets being grown only under irrigation. 

Here is . another infant industry in the State of Montana, 
gradually taking up ground which would otherwise be devoted to 
the culture of wheat, and we find that opposed by Senators from 
Rections of the country whose industries are highly protected, 
they objecting to this small duty on mustard seed. 

As indicating the possibilities of the extension of this indus
try, let me remark that in 1926 th~re were produced in Montana 
11,500 pounds of mustard seed, m 1927 there were produced 
72,COO pounds, in 1928 there were produced 675,000 pounds, 
and in 1929 there were produced 1,600,000 pounds, an increase 
from 1928 to 1929 of nearly a million pounds. 

Let me give the Senate some reliable information upon this 
subject from a brief letter found in the hearings of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, written by Mr. Barkemeyer, of 
Great Falls, Mont., handling this particular product. He said: 

A large number o! farmers in Montana, represented by the Barke
meyer Grain & Seed Co. of Great Falls, Mont., request that the tariff 
on whole mustard seeds be increased to 4 cents per pound. Our reasons 
are as follows : 

1. The feasibility of producing sufficient mustard seeds in Montana 
to supply the United States requirements has been amply demonstrated 
by the rapid increase in production of satisfactory commercial crops. 
The first crop ever grown in Montana was in 1926. Warehouse records 
show ' production to date as follows: 
Year: Pounds 

1926----------------------------------------------- 11,500 
1927----------------------------------------------- 72,000 
1928 ----------------------------------------------- 675, 000 

There are enough farmers interested in growing mustard seeds and 
sufficient suitable land to produce enough to meet United States require
ments within a very short time if prices justified. Imports from Janu
ary 1, 1927, to September 30, 1928, amounted to 34,383,991 pounds. 
The average prices. based on spot prices at New York City, during the 
same period were as follows : 

Imports (per hundred pounds), $7.27 ; California, $8.32: Montana, 
$8.25. 

2. The average price of mustard seeds from all countries, England 
excepted, for the same period was $6.57 per _hundred pounds. The 

production !or these countries during this time was 22,922,661 pounds. 
This fact is mentioned for the reason that Montana mustard seeds come 
mostly into competition with those countries outside of England who 
produce the bulk of the imports and with cheap labor. 

3. During the period 1909 to 1926 average annual imports were 
11,470,000 pounds, United States production 3,149,630 pounds, and 
average annual consumption 14,519,630 pounds. In 1927 imports 
amounted to 23,923,948 pounds, domestic production 3,220,500, the total 
consumption of the United States being 27,144,448 pounds. This shows 
that while imports have greatly increased domestic production has 
remained practically stationary. 

4. The limited quantity of mustard seeds produced thus far in Mon
tana has been marketed at near-by points in the West, but at present 
costs of production it is impossible to market any considerable quantity 
ln eastern territory, where the bulk of it is used, against cheaply 
produced foreign seed. 

Last and most important, Montana mustard is produced on land which 
is now growing wheat. It will replace this wheat acreage and not be 
additional acreage. It thus reduces the amount of wheat produced, of 
which there is an overproduction; and helps to keep the wheat price 
higher. It also assists in the Federal Government's scheme of diversifi
cation of agricultural production. 

The foregoing presents our case in brief, and I feel sure you and 
your associates will give our viewpoint full consideration. If you desire 
further information from me I shall be glad to supply it. 

Yours very truly, 
A. E. BARKE Il!lYER, 

Pre8ident Barkemeyer Grain ~ Seed Co., Great Falls, Mont. 

The junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH], usually 
accurate in the information he gives the Senate but in this 
respeet drawing his facts, as I . gather, from producers of pre
pared mustard, is not accurate. The figures before me, pre
pared, evidently with care, by :Mr. Barkemeyer, disclose that 
the average import price from January 1, 1927, to September 
30, 1928, was $7.27. That includes, I take it, the 1-cent duty, 
which makes the actual ave.rage import price $6.57 per hundred, 
or 6.57 cents per pound, and with a duty of 1 cent per pound 
the ad valorem rate, it will be perceived, it would be about 15 
per cent. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sena
tor yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am very glad to have the 

Senator's information about the price. My information-and 
I state to the Senato.r that this is from the spice manufac
turers-is that the California brown seed sold in September 
at 8 cents per pound, while the imported brown seed sold in 
that month at 10 cents c. i. f., or 11 cents duty paid. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, my figures in 
respect to that are given at page 1497 of the Summary of Tariff 
Information. 

Reference is made to Decemb~r 15, 1928, when the California 
brown was sold at 11% to 12 cents, the English yellow at from 
8lh to 9 cents, and the Dutch yellow at from 7% to 8 cents. 

Another particular in which the information of the Senator 
from Massachusetts does not seem to be entirely accurate is 
as to the amount of production in the United States. Accord
ing to the figures before me the average annual imports to 
the year 1926 amounted to 11,470,000 pounds, and during that 
period the production in the United States was 3,149,630 pounds. 

Apparently the consumption is somewhat largely increased, 
for in 1927 the imports amounted to 23,923,948 pounds, while 
domestic production remained practically stationary, advancing 
only to 3,220,500 pounds. In other words, while the seeds can 
be produced in this country, for some reason or other the 
industry has not developed but has remained stationary during 
all the time, while the consumption of mustard has very 
greatly increased. 

I have here a more recent letter from Mr. Barkemeyer, which 
I desire to read. It is dated G.reat Falls, Mont., February 21, 
1930, and reads as follows : 

We have wired you to-day, per attached copy, regarding the duty on 
mustard seed. 

About a year ago we wrote you fully concerning mustard production 
in Montana. Nineteen hundred and twenty-nine was our fourth year 
of mustard growing in this State, and, as you will note from our brief 
filed with the Ways and Means Committee of the House one year ago, 
we produced in 1928, 675,000 pounds and in 1929, 1,600,000 pounds. 
This increase of 1,000,000 pounds shows you the possibilities of rapid 
increase, but in order to do so we must have higher duty, which will 
enable us to compete in the largest markets of Eastern States, such as 
New York, Boston, Baltimore, and Philadelphia. 

Mustard production is proving quite profitable to our farmers, and 
more so than wheat. The only markets which we are able to reach 
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llDder the present tarl1f are middle western markets, such as St. Louis, 
Chicago, and Pittsburgh. 

In vl.~w of the present low prices o! wheat and the possibility of a 
large overproduction next year, Montana farmers are anxious to raise 
must ard instead of wheat on part of their acreage. TDis increase in 
taritr to 3 cents per pound will benefit both mustard and wheat. I 
feel sure that you will give our viewpoint full consideration and enlist 
.the cooperation of other Senators. 

Thank you for your assistance. 
Yours very truly, 

BARKlll:UEYER GRAIN & SEED Co., 
A. E. BARKEM.EYER, President. 

Mr. President, this makes a very powerful appeal to me. 
Here is an opportunity to do the farmer some good, to limit 
and narrow the area devoted to the production of wheat, and 
to put it into a product that is more profitable to the grower 
and which is· now very largely supplied from foreign sources. 
I am convinced that the Senator from Maryland [Mr. GoLDS
BOROUGH], who has with due regard to the interests of his Sbi.te 
asked for an increase in duties upon all of his own products, 
including prepared mustard, will . feel that there ought to be a 
little bit of reciprocity about this matter and that he ought to 
have some consideration for this industry which offers so much 
of promise. Indeed, Mr. President, when I find an industry, 
which is itself highly protected and which has in the past been 
highly protected, objecting to a dutr upon the raw material 
that enters into its particular product, I feel that it exhibits 
a spirit that no one can commend and that ought not to be par
ticular~y approved. 

I hope that the rate will stand as it was agreed to in Com
·mittee of the Whole. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, the very theory of a protec
tive tari1I is to protect infant industries. The special session 
which considered the tariff bill was called for the benefit of 
agriculture especially. 

So-called tame mustard is raised in. California, and in Mon
tana to a small extent. In many of the other Middle Western 
and Western States the wild mustard grows to such an extent 
that it is a noxious weed and it is practically impossible to 

. get rid of it. There is no question that one hundred times more 
mustard seed can be produced in the United States than the 
domestic demand will require if a price can be paid to the 
farmers which will give them cost of production and a little 
profit, thus taking the place of other acres which produce now 
a surplus of product. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to the Senator from New York? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. No one who votes for this proposal can 

ever find fault with the Senator who votes for a protective 
tariff on anything in ·the world. Senators may talk about an 
infant industry and what can be done, but it is perfectly ab
surd to tax every table in the country for the sake of putting 
a tariff on the very small amount of mustard raised in the 
United States. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, on many of the schedules we 
have passed over in this very tariff bill the argument bas been 
made that the tariff is granted to protect a growing industry 
or to keep a small industry from failing. I have a letter from 
the Department of .Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Eco
nomics, in reply to a request of mine asking the number of acres 
it would require in the United States to raise the farm products 
which are imported that should be raised in the United States 
just. as well as not. Their estimate, and they say it is only an 
estimate, is that it would require 14,718,000 acres of land to 
produce the imported farm products that come in direct com
petition with the products produced here at home. I think 
their figures are very, very conservative. 

I have another letter from the Farm .Journal. published in 
Philadelphia, dated October 19, 1929, in which the editor states: 

Three-quarters of our total imports are of agricultural origin and 
the amount which may be regarded as competitive exceeds $2,000,000,000 
a year for the last three fiscal years. 

Mr. E. Clemens Horst, of San Francisco, appeared before the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry on the farm bill and 
made this statement : 

We are importing products of at least 80,000,000 plow-land acres, 
which equals 45,000,000 acres in excess of our requirements plus 35,000 
acres of legitimate exports. 

That is a fact on the basis of the statement of the editor of 
the Farm .Journal. At $25 an acre it would take 80,000,000 
acres to produce $2,000,000,000 of exports which he states are 
coming in competition with our farm products here. 

Mr. Presid-ent; there is no ·question that-we can raise plenty of 
mustard seed in the United States if we are given an oppor
tunity. As the Senator from Montana [Mr. WALsH] said it is 
an infant industry now and should be protected. If we can get 
a rate of 3 cents a pound. in the way of a tariff I am satisfied 
that the production of mustard seed will increase, and will in
crease rapidly, so that it will supply the whole demand for 
mustard seed in the United States. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I will say to 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. W .A.LSH] that the statistics 
which he gave me with reference to the production of mustard 
seed in Montana are new to me. I had no information that 
there was any production of mustard seed in that State that 
was marketable for spice making. The figures which bad been 
given to me related to production in California. They indicate 
that last year there wasVproduced in California about 1,400,000 
pounds of brown mustard seed and 240,000 pounds of yellow 
mustard seed. Assuming that the duty becomes effective, I fig
ure that the domestic producers will receive approximately $900,-
000 a year additional above what they r eceive now for their 
mustard seed, and that the American consumers will have to 
pay, in consequence of that duty-at least the manufacturers 
will have to pay it, and of course they will pass it on to the 
consumers-$900,000 in the fu·st place because of the increased 
duty that may be levied in the bill. 

I ask the attention of the Senator from Utah [Mr. SMoOT]. 
The present duty on manufactured mustard is 8 cent and that 
is based, I understand, upon some relation to the duty upon 
mustard seed. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is supposed to be the basis. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is it a fact, as they claim, 

that if the 8-cent rate is placed upon mustard seed their duty 
ought to be made 24 cents? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I do not think it will be that much. 
Mr . . WALSH of Massachusetts. There would have to be an 

increase? 
Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I desire to re

mark before we conclude that I am pleased to learn from the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH] that. the informa
tion which he gave us, alleged to come from the Department 
of Agriculture, concerning the inferior quality of Montana
grown mustard, does not come directly from the Department 
of Agriculture to him, but comes in the nature of a com
munication from some producers of prepared mustard who do 
or do not accurately reproduce the communication whiCh they 
bad or the information they received from the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I will say to the Senator 
that that is the fact. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Likewise, the Senator read from 
another producer of spices or spiced products, including mus
tard, I suppose, a statement to ihe effect that they placed 
an order with the Barkemeyer Co., of Great Falls, a year ago 
and they have not had compliance with the order. I suppose 
probably that is not the first time occurrences of that kind 
have taken place. The bare fact that they did not get a reply 
to their letter would indicate that there is some trouble about 
the communication in some manner or other. I think no one 
will have any difficulty a,t all in getting filled any orders that 
are placed with the Barkemeyer Co. for mustard seed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
GoLDSBOROUGH] to the amendment made as in -committee of the 
Whole. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen Frazier 
Ashurs t George 
Baird Glass 
Barkley Glenn 
Bingham Goff 
Black Goldsborough 
Blaine Greene 
Blease Grundy 
Bratton Hale 
Brock Harrls 
Brookhart Harrison 
Broussard Hastings 
Capper Hatfield 
Connally Hawes 
Copeland Hayden 
Couzens Hebert 
Cutting Heflin 
Dale Howell 
Dill Jones 
Fess Kean 
Fletcher Keyes 

La Follette 
McCulloch 
McKellar 
McMaster 
McNary 
Metcalf 
Moses 
Norbeck 
Norris 
Nye 
Oddie 
Overman 
Patterson 
Phipps 
Pine 
Pittman 
Ransdell 
Robinson, lnd. 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Shortridge 

Simmons 
Smoot 
Steiwer 
Stephens 
~ulliva n 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas. Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Wals h , Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eigh~two Senators having 

answered to their names, a quorum is present. Is the demand 
for the yeas and nays seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. . 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, for the benefit of 

those Senators who came into the Chamber on the quorum call, 
I want to state the question which is involved. The present 
law imposes a duty of 1 cent per pound on mustard seed; the 
House bill carries a duty of 2 cents a pound. That rate was 
approved by the Senate Finance Committee. On the floor the 
duty was raised to 3 cents per pound. Now .. it is proposed to 
put it back to 1 cent per pound. The product involved is one 
which is grown in California and Montana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. If not too late, would a suggestion of 

amending the proposed amendment fixing the rate at 2 cents a 
pound be in order? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is now too late to offer such an 
amendment. 

The roll call was resumed. 
Mr. GLENN (when his name was called). I have a special 

pair for the day with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
CARAWAY] and therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). I l)ave a gen
eral pair with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENKEN] and 
therefore withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I just came into the Chamber, 

and find myself in the position that I do not know exactly how 
to vote. Some of my friends are voting one way and others are 
voting the other. May the question be stated? . 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A vote " yea " is to vote for the 
imposition of a duty of 1 cent a pound. 

Mr. BLEASE. How is it if a Senator shall vote "nay''? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. That would be for the imposition 

of a duty of 3 cents a pound. 
Mr. BL.EASE. Then I vote "yea." 
Mr. SIMMONS. I have a general pair with the Senator from 

Massachusetts [Mr. GILLETT]. In his absence I withhold my 
vote. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Has the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
GLASS] voted? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. He has not. 
Mr. BINGHAM. I have a general pair with the junior Sena

tor from Virginia and therefore withhold my vote. 
Mr. WATSON. I transfer my pair with the Senator from 

South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] to the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mf. RoBSION] and vote "nay." 

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REED] with the Senator 

from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON]; 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. GoULD] with the Senator from 

Utah [Mr. KING] ; and 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] with the Sena

tor from Wyoming [Mr. KENDRICK]. 
Mr. MOSES (after voting in the affirmative). 1 transfer my 

general pair with the Senator from Louisi_ana [1\fr. BROUSSARD] 
to the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNARY] and let my vote 
stand. 

The result was announced-yeas 28, nays 39, as follows : 

Baird 
Blea.se 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Dale 
Dill 
Goldsborough 

.Allen 

.Ashurst 
Barkley 
Black 
Bratton 
Brock: 
Brookhart 
Capper · 
Connally 
Cutting 

Bingham 
Blaine 
Borah 
Broussaru 
Caraway 
Deneen 
Gillett 
Glass 

Grundy 
Hale 
Harris 
Hatfield 
H ebert 
Kean 
La B'ollette 

Fess 
Fletcher 
Frazier 
George 
Greene 
Harrison 
Hastings 
Hawes 
Hayden 
Heflin 

YEAS-28 
Metcalf 
Moses 
Norris 
I'atterson 
Sullivan 
Swanson 
Thomas, Okla. 

NAYS-39 
Howell 
Johnson 
J ones 
McCulloch 
McKellar 
McMaster 
Norbeck 
Nye 
Oddie 
Phipps 

NOT VOTING-29 
Pine ' 
Pittman 
Ransdell 

Glenn 
Goff 
Gould 
Kendrick 
Keyes 
King 
McNary 
Overman 

Reed 
Robinson, Ark. 
Robsion, Ky. 
Shipstead 
Simmons 

Townsend 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Waterman 

Robinson, Ind. 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Shortridge 
Smoot 

~:f~~n:ront. 
Watson 
Wh~ler 

Smith 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Idaho 
Trammell 

So Mr. GoLDSBOROUGH's amendme-nt to the amendment made 
as in Committee of the Wbole was rejected. 
. The VICE PRESIDENT. The question recurs on concurring 
m the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I have been asked by a number 
of Senators again to renew my request in reference to tbis 
matter. It is as follows: 

.That instead of a duty of 3 cents per pound on this commodity 
we put it at 2 cents a pound, which is the House rate. Pre
viously I made such a request, and I think it was agreeable to 
all Senators present. Now, I again ask that the duty be fixed 
at 2 cents per pound instead of 3 cents per pound. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A negative vote would secure that. 
Mr. SMOOT. Then, I ask for a negative vote. 
Mr. FESS. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in 

the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 
Mr. DILL. I ask to have the amendment stated. 
The VIOE PRESIDENT. The amendment made as in Com

mittee of the Whole will be stated. 
The LJOOISLATIVE CLERK. On page 145 line 15, strike out 

"2 cents u and insert "3 cents," so as to r~ad: 
Mustard seeds (whole), 3 cents per pound. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in 
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. FESS. A negative vote makes the rate 2 cents? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. That is correct. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I call for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. . 
Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). Making the 

same announcement as on the previous vote with reference to 
my pair and its transfer, I vote " yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. NORBECK. On this question I am paired with the 

senior Senator from California [Mr. JoHNSON] and therefore 
withhold my vote. If he were present, he would vote " yea " 
and if I were at liberty to vote I should vote " nay." ' 

Mr. MOSES (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as on the previous vote with reference to my pair 
and its transfer, I v-ote "nay." 

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. GIT..Lmrr] with the Sen

ator from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONs]; 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN] with the· Senator 

from North Carolina [Mr. OVERMAN] ; 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. GoULD] with the Senator from 

Utah [Mr. KING] ; 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. GLENN] .with the Senator from 

Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY]; and 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] with the Sena

tor from Wyoming [Mr. KEJ.""'DB.ICK]. 
The result was announced-yeas 21, nays 53, as follows: 

ABhurst 
Brookhart 
Broussard 
Capper 
Connally 
Cutting 

AJlen 
Baird . 
Ba rkley 
Bingham 
Black 
Blease 
Bratton 
Brock 
Couzens 
Dale 
Dill 
Fess 
Fletcher 
George 

YEA8-21 
Frazier 
Hayden 
Howell 
Jones 
McMaster 
Nye 

Oddie 
Pittman 
Robinson, Ind. 
Schall 
Stephens 
Thomas, Idaho 

NAYS-53 
Glass 
Goff 
Goldsborough 
Greene 
Grundy 
Hale 
Harris 
Harrison 
Hastings 
Hatfield 
Hawes 
H ebert 
Heflin 
Kean 

Keyes 
La Follette 
McCulloch 
McKellar 
Metcalf 
Moses 
Non·ts 
Patterson 
Phipps 
Ransdell 
Sheppard 
Shortridge 
Smoot 
Steiwer 

NOT VOTING-22 
Blaine Glenn Norbeck 
B01:ah Gould Overman 
Caraway Johnson Pine 
Copeland Kendrick Reed 
Deneen . King Robinson, Ark. 
Gillett McNary Robsion, Ky. 

Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
Wheeler 

Sullivan 
Swanson 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wa gner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Waterman 

Shipstead 
Simmons 
Smith 
Steck 

So the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole was 
nonconcurred in. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques tion is on the next amend
ment reserved for a separate vote, which will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Long-staple cotton, paragraph 781, 
page 146, line 8. 
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Mr. wALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, since this Mr. SHORTRIDGN. Whim the manufacturer can easily 

amendment was adopted there has been some discussion about absorb, and he does not need. in point of truth, any additional 
a compensatory duty. I have communications from the cotton assistance. 
manufacturers of my State inquirin~ whether or net any com- J\.Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts~ I have not been able. to find, 
pensatory duties are to be levied. I should like to have a as the result of my experience with the tariff, that many manu
statement from the chairman of the. committee o£J that sub- facturers generally absorb increased tariff duties. 
ject. . Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The competiti~ is such that they will 

Mr. SMOOT. M:r. President, it long-staple cotton carr1es a very gladly do so. 
duty of 7 cents a pound, S'{f(."i\: as the Senate has already voted, Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do not care to prolong the 
I shall offer on page 160, after line 12, the following: discussion, except to state that the voting of this duty has had 

a very depressing effect upon the cotton-textile industry. It is 
PAR. 924. All the articles enumerated or described in thlil schedule already in a very precarious condition, North and South. I can 

shall be subject to an additional duty of 10 cents per pound on. the not adequately describe the extent of unemployment and 
cotton contained therein having a staple of 1.78 inches or more in depression in that indt:Istry to-day in this country. 
length. I venture to say that in the last two years at least a hundred 

That is the compensatory duty. large factories employing thousands of working men and women 
Mr. wALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, may L ask the have closed their doors. I received word the other day from 

Senator for the record what is the production of long-staple the community in which I live that a factory which had been 
cotton in this country compared to the consumption? in existence there fot 75 years, making at one time the finest 

Mr. SMOOT. I will give the exact figures. ginghams in the world, later weaving cotton cloth,. at one time 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I can tell the Senator. I employing 2,200 men, is to close down on April 1. 

think it is approximately 900,000 bales. With that condition in this industry, the news that an in-
Mr. SMOOT. I think that is approximately it. I was going creased duty was to be levied uJ)On long-staple cotton was a very 

to give the exact figure. great shock to the industry, and it is unfortunate that we should 
Mr. HARRISON. About 900,000 bales. have· taken such action at this time. 
Mr. wALSH of Massachusetts. What is the consumption? I notice that the Senators from North Carolina, both the 
Mr. SMOOT. About 1,800,000 bales, I think-something like junior and the senior Senators, in whose State there are cotton 

that. In other words, as I remember the figures, the importa- industries and in whose State cotton is raised extensively, voted 
tions are about 400,000 bales, and the production in the United against this duty. They both feel, as I do, that it is a very 
States is about 900,000 bales. serious blow to the textile industry, which is already in a: very 
. Mr. wALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, at the time precarious condition. 
this amendment was adopted I think there was not appreciated Mr. ·HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
by a good many Senators the fact that compensatory du~es Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield. 
would have to be levied upon various kinds of cotton fabriCS, Mr. HAYDEN. If the news that the price of cotton rriight be 
including automobile tires and cotton goods of all kinds in which raised 7 cents a pound was a great shock to the textile industry, 
lon<>'-Staple cotton is used. I have reason to believe that there it seems to me the industry should have been overjoyed at the 
haso been some change of sentiment, not through a " deal" but drop in the price of the same kind of cotton during the' past year 
throu-gh honest convictions on this subject, in the Senate. I of about 14 cents a pound. They should have been cheered up 
know that some Senators would like to have their records wonderfully by that. This grade of cotton is cheaper than it has 
cleared · and I am going to ask ·that a roll call be had. Further, ever been in history. A variation of 7 cents a pound is frequent 
I do n~t believe it was appreciated that the equivalent ad during the year. It is no shock to the cotton market that long 
valorem of the 7-cent duty is about !M per cent. staple should go up or down 7 cents; that is within the range of 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President-- normal price fluctuations. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator from I can not quite see that the mere fact that the Senate voted 

Ohio. for an increase in the tariff or 7 cents is the trouble with the 
· Mr. FESS. I am glad the Senator has made that remark, be- cotto:n industry. Frequently in a year it will change 7 or 10 or 
cause I assumed that, of course, there would be a compensatory 15 cents a pound. 
duty, and I voted with the understanding that that would fol- Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I did not mean to say that 
low· but I propose not to vote for a duty on long-staple cotton within three days the cotton industry had collapsed because of 
unl~ss I am assured that the other will follow. this increased duty. It has been in a precarious condition for 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Has the Senator received a many reasons and for a long period of time, but this certainly 
great many protests from users of long-staple cotton in his State? did not help. 

Mr. FESS. I have. In reply to the Senator, I will say that I do not suppose the 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Expressing great surprise cotton manufacturers, any more than any other manufacturers, 

that this duty should be voted by the Senate? measure the success of their business by what may be the price 
Mr. FESS. With the statement that it would add 56 cents to of the raw material on a particular day or during a particular 

the cost of each tire. week or a particular month. I presume they exercise reason, 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It would add 56 cents to the and that they can foresee the time when these duties will be 

cost to the public of each tire? effective; and they will be effective, probably, at a time when 
Mr. FESS. Yes. - cotton will be at a very high price, regardless of the inc:reased 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Has the Senator :figured out price caused by the duty. The objection they make is not -so 

how much that would mean in the way of a total extraction much because of the immediate effect of this duty but what the 
from the pockets of the American people for tires? effect in the long run will be on the textile industry. 

Mr. FESS. I have not. I assumed, of course, that if we put Mr. HAYDEN. When cotton is at a very high price, of course 
a duty on the raw material, it would be compensated on the the effect is less, but now, when the cotton market is absolutely 
finished product. There has been no effort on that score. There- dragging at the bottom, and cotton is cheaper than it has been 
fore, I_ shall reverse my vote. since before the war, it seems to me that they can not complain 

1\Ir. SHORTRIDGE. M.r. President-- about a mere change of 7 cents a pound on this grade of cotton. 
The VICE PRESIDEl\'T. Does the Senator from Massachu- Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have no desire to prolong 

setts yield to the Senator from California? the discussion. I have learned to accept the verdict of the 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do. Senate complacently, and I recognize the right of this body to 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, the number of pounds of increase or lower duties as it sees fit. I only ask in this in

long-staple cott..on used in the making of an automobile tire stance that another record vote be had, in order that we may 
would be a little over 4 pounds, and I have authoritative data understand just what is the attitude of the Senate on this 
to show that, assuming that the 7 cents a pound on long-staple matter. 
would be fully effective, it would not impose upon the manu- When the vote was taken before there was not much debate, 
facturer more than 30 to 31 cents on a tire sold for $15 o:r $20 or and since that time Senators have had an opportunity to con
$30 or $40. sider different phases of the question from those considered by 
Mr~ WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. "President, on"tha.t state- them when they listened to the pleading appeal made by the 

ment I should say the Senator from Ohio ought to increase his able junior Senator from California [Mr. SHORTRIDGE] for the 
estimate of what the increase would mean to the public, be- levying of this duty on long-staple cotton. 
cause the Senator's own statement does not provide for any pyra- Therefore I ask for the yeas and nays upon this amendment, 
miding. He says the increased cost to the manufacturer would and I hope the action of the Senate will be reversed. 
be about 30 cents ; therefore, the cost to the public would be The yeas and nays we-re ordered. 
more than what the Senator from Ohio has estimated, and per- Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to call the attention of 
haps would reach more tban double t.hat sum, namely,_ 70· cents. the Senator tt? the exact figures as to the importations in 1929. 



5164 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE MARCH 13 
Of long-staple cotton there were imported in 1929, 315,225 bales. 
There were produced in the United States 694,500 bales. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I-s it a fact that it was the 
judgment of the Senator's committee that it should 'reeommend 
that no duty be levied on long-staple cotton? 

Mr. SMOOT. That was the action of the committee. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And also the action of the 

Ways and Means Committee of the House? 
Mr. SMOOT. I do not know whether it came before the Ways 

and Means Committee of the House or not. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. They levied no duty in the 

House? 
Mr. SMOOT. They levied no duty. 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, the Senator will permit 

me to say, however, that the chairman of the s~bc_om~ittee 
having this particular matter in charge was the disting~nshed 
senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BINGHAM], and m the 
House the gentleman having it in charge in the subcommittee 
was one of the distinguished Representatives from the Sena
tor's own State, Mr. TREADWAY. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Knowing the Senator's 
sound Democratic tariff views, I am sure that if the Senator 
from Mississippi had been presiding be would not ba ve recom
mended the duty. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator does not know that, because 
the Senator from Mississippi has expressed himself on the 
floor to the effect that as to any proposition such as the item 
relating to long-staple cotton, in the circumstances, with the 
prices, as revealed by the Senator fro~ Arizona, having de
clined as they have, and the importations, as stated by the 
Senator from Utah, being about 60 per cent of the produ~tion 
in the United States, I should think it would be very fair to 
impose some duty. The Senator from California in offering his 
amendment has not offered the amendment as requested by 
these associations, because they wanted 24 cents on the very 
longest staple, but he has placed it at 7 cents, and these p~ple 
for whom the Senator now speaks, echoing, of course, the view
point of Senator Lippitt, of Rhode Island, and the Senator who 
sits by the side of the Senator from Mass~chusetts, Mr. ME'l'
CALF, of Rhode I land. 

It was revealed that on cotton sewing thread this 7-cent 
raise would increase the cost 0.058 of 1 cent a spool. The fact 
is too as shown to the Senator from Mississippi, and I am sure 
t~ th~ Senator from Massachusetts, that on cotton sewing 
thread in the ·bill as now adopted, there has been an increase 
of abo~t 4 per cent ad valorem, and on certain long yarns in 
the cotton-cloth schedule there has been an increase as high in 
some instances as 1.2112 per cent ad valorem. 

Those are really the facts about the matter, and the infor
mation that has come to the Senate and to various Senators 
since the vote was taken was from a man named Theall, who 
appeared before the Committee on Ways and Means in opposi
tion to this proposition, representing the sewing-thread people, 
I believe it was, and, if I recall, he appeared also before the 
subcommittee of the Finance Committee presided over by the 
senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BINGHAM]. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. May I ask the Senator from 
Mississippi if he is prepared to vote for compensatory duties? 

Mr. HARRISON. I do not think there ought to be any com
pensatory duty for the reason, as I stated before, that the 
increase on sewing thread carried in this bill already ought to 
take care of and absorb any compensatory duties, and that has 
been my -.iew of it, and is now my view of it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am glad to have the Sen
ator's view, but I ask the protectionist Senators on the other 
side to appreciate what the Senator from Mississippi has said, 
that he does not propose-and I asswne he speaks for others
to support compensatory duties. Therefore the protectionist 
Senators who voted for this duty heretofore will please take 
notice, and be on their guard. 

Mr. HARRISON. Of course the Senator understands that I 
am expressing merely my individual views. If there were no 
increase on cotton sewing thread, of course when you put a 
tariff on the raw material you have to put on a compensatory 
duty. That is the case with wool and other products. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There was an increased tariff 
duty in the cotton schedule in only two or three instances, and 
the increases were -.ery small, 4 per cent in one case, and I think 
on a certain other fabric 12 per cent, but upon a large number 
of the items in that schedule there were no increases. 

Mr. SMOOT. 1\Ir. President, allow me to say that the final 
action of the Senate was to adopt the rate of the present law 
on the sewing thread. There is no increase in that. 

Mr. HARRISON. But the Senator will recall that there was 
an increase, at the time we voted on this proposition, of 4 per 
cent ad valorem on cotton sewing threa~ Afte~ that came up, 

and after we voted on it, there was an amendment offered IJy 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. HEBERT]. I have not been 
able to analyze whether or not that carried an increase, and that 
may change the situation so far as the compensatory duty is 
concerned, but at the time we voted on this proposition before 
there was a 4 per cent ad valorem increase on cotton sewing 
thread. 

Mr. SMOOT. With a different classification, and the request 
was that the rate go back to that in the existing law, and that is 
what is in the bill to-day. 

I wanted to say also that the amount of long-staple cotton 
used in sewing thread is a mighty small proportion of the long
staple cotton used in the cotton industry. It goes into cloths of 
the finest kind, and the amendment I propose offering covers 
only those things in which long-staple cotton is used, and it is 
simply the compensatory duty necessary to cover the 7-cent duty. 

Mr. HARRISON. I appreciate that; and in speaking of 
cloth the Senator knows, because the expert is by his side, that 
on certain cloth into which this long staple enters there has been 
an increase in some instances of as high as 12¥2 per cent. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think in the case of velvets 
and velveteens that may be true in one instance. 

But I want to say to the Senator from Mississippi that really 
there have been very few increases in the cotton schedule. I do 
not think the trouble with the cotton industry is due to the 
tariff. Increased duties in certain instances will improve the 
morale of the industry. As the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. MosES] just reminds me, there was only one increase in 
the basic rate on cotton cloth, and that was a small increase. 
But I want it understood" now that this duty on long-staple 
cctton will not only wipe out any benefit whatever that may 
come from the liberal increase which has been given but will 
be a very serious blow, in my judgment, to the textile industry. 
That is the information I get from the manufacturers. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I want to ascertain from 
some one what proportion of long-staple cotton, comprising 
something like 950,000 bales, including the domestic production 
and importations, is used in the textile mills of New England 
and what proportion is used in the textile mills of North 
Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia and what proportion 
is used in the making of thread and other products. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I can not give the Senator 
the information except to say that it is used in conjunction 
with the common cotton, and it produces a finer yarn and a 
finer piece of cotton goods. It is rarely, if ever, used alone in 
the making of fabrics, but it is used in conjunction with other 
cotton in practically all the mills which make any fine-grade 
cotton goods. 

Mr. SMOOT. Wherever there is a thread to be drawn very 
fine they use the long-staple cotton because of the fact that 
the short-staple cotton can not be drawn out in the way that 
is necessary. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In other words, no one mill 
and no one company uses the long-staple cotton, but they all 
use it to a certain extent. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand it is mixed with short-staple 
cotton so as to make an average which is stronger than it would 
be if they used altogether the short staple. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. When they want to spin a 
fine No. 30 thread they must use long-staple cotton, and much of 
the cotton cloth produced now is of the finer type. 

Mr. SMOOT. They never mix long-staple and short-staple 
cotton. If they did they could not get the fine thread. The 
long-staple cotton is used almost entirely in drawing the finer 
threads. The Senator can see that if they are going to draw a 
fine thread and get it as fine as they have to they must use the 
long-staple cotton, and they are not going to take any chances 
with the short-staple cotton breaking. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That may be true as to drawing a fine 
thread but when they come to weaving the thread into the 
fabric,' then what about it? 

Mr. SMOOT. It may be all short-staple cotton. 
Mr. BARKLEY. To what extent do they mix the thread? 
Mr. SMOOT. '!'hey may use short-staple cotton for filling. 

They may use it for diffe:t·ent colors. The warp has to be always 
stronger than the filling thread. T~e warp thread has to be~r 
the wear and tear of the harness gomg up and down. There IS 
more strain upon the warp, and therefore they have to have a 
warp always stronger than the filling thread. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Can the Senator advise me whether long
. staple cotton is used to any extent in the manufacture of rayon? 

l\Ir. SMOOT. It may be used in a cloth that is rayon filled 
with a fin-e cotton warp. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Sen
~tor from Utah a few questions for information. Does the Sen-
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ator know how Jnany bales of short-staple cotton as against the 
long-staple cotton are used in the textile industry? 

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator mean the percentages? 
Mr. PITTl\IAN. I mean the total in any way the Senator can 

give it. I have tried every way possible to get it. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. The total used under 1% is 6,047,410 bales and 

over 1lh inches is 786,653 bales ; in other words, it is about 12 
per cent more. 

l\lr. PITTMAN. In fixing the compensatory duty the Senator 
would only take into consideration the fact that it will really 
take care of 12 per cent? 

Mr. SMOOT. There are two paragraphs here. One is 1lh 
to 1H, and the other one is 1% and over. Both of those para
graphs are 1lh and over, so it would be 735,079 and 786,653, or 
in other words about 1,500,000. 

Mr. PITTMAN. As against a total of how much? 
Mr. SMOOT. Under 1lh it would be 6,047,410. That is only 

the long-staple cotton. · 
Mr. PITTMAN. Only in proportion? 
Mr. SMOOT~ It is whatever the proportion may be. Some 

years when they are making a different class of goods they 
would not import as much long-staple cotton as in other years. 
A great deal depends on the class of goods being made. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the result 
of the levying of the duty mean, in the opinion of the chairman 
of the Finance Committee, an increased cost to the public for the 
fine· lining used in the making of suits, the fine cotton dJ.•ess 
goOds worn · by women, the finer shirts worn by men, and the 
finer curtains that are used in the adornment of homes? 

Mr . . SMOOT. Wherever there is a strong thread and a tine 
thread, · they have to use this cotton. In the wool schedule 
there is · one paragraph that will be affected by the long-staple 
cotton provision, and, of course, we will offer an amendment 
there for a compensatory duty. Among the items falling in that 
paragraph are the linings that we have in our coats. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understand that. It is used 
more in that way than in any other kind of goods. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, when this matter was 
before the Senate some days ago it was very fully discussed, 
and doubtless it will be remembered that the proposed amend
ment was carried by a very substantial majority. I beg leave 
to observe that the proposed amendment was suggested months 
and months ago, was printed, laid on the table, and practically 
all Senators were aware that it would be called up for con
sideration. I beg to add also and remind the Senate that as to 
all the articles made in America, in the making of which long
staple cotton is used in part and only in part, there has been a 
substantial increase of protective duties. I had that in mind 
when voting for the several increases. I have before me a 
statement submitted by the department showing what the Sen
ate bas done, the increases provided in respect of the several 
cloth and other articles, in the manufacture of which cotton is 
used. 

Frankly, in perfect friendship for the manufacturers of these 
goods, I think they have been amply protected, and in all sin
cerity I do not think that there is a call for additional so-called 
compensatory duties. But as to the latter proposition I am 
perfectly willing to listen and be guided by suggestions or facts 
which may be submitted. As of now, however, I undertake to 
say that if there be one item in the bill, particularly in what 
is called the agricultural schedule, which needs the protection 
thus far by the action of this body given it, it is the one now 
before us. 

It is idle and a waste of time to repeat arguments heretofore 
made and approved. It may be irritating even to restate the 
problem. It is enough to suggest it. Every cotton-growing 
State in the Union is vitally interested in this item. As my 
friend from Mississippi [Mr. HARRisoN] suggested, the proposed 
duty applies to the higher grade, more expensive cotton, of which 
there were over 315,000 bales last year imported into the coun
try from Egypt. The cotton growers of the cotton-growing 
States can not compete with Egypt in the raising of this type of 
cotton. 

I have never impugned the motives of any Member of the 
Senate. I have never questioned his high integrity and patriotic 
purpose. I do not now. But I venture to rap upon the breasts 
of Senators and tell them that if they are, as I must assume 
they are, the friends, the true and sincere friends, not the pre
tended, feigned, fake friends, of the man, the woman, the child 
upon the farm, now is the time to demonstrate it, now is the 
time to act. It is very easy to indulge in words. It is very 
easy to indulge in rhetorical display expressive of our love, 
affection, devotion for the farmer or the agriculturist, or, if 
you please, for the miner or the manufacturer. But there comes 
a time for the application of the acid test. I can understand 
full well the Senators from Massachusetts think first of the 

factory. It may well be that some of us from th~ broad fields 
and prairies think first of the field and the prairie. In effect 
I have been called the last of the 100 per cent protective-tariff 
men in this body, which distinction 1 do not arrogate to myself; 
but having been called the last of the McKinley tariff men, I 
say to protectionists here of Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New 
York, and all the great States- along the Atlantic seaboard and 
all the great manufacturing States of the Union, that if they 
would be protected by adeq'Uate tariff duties they should be will
ing to lend an attentive and sympathetic ear to the agricul
turalists, the farmers of this Nation-and this is a farming 
item in the bill if there be-any. . 

It is not for my own great State that I am speaking or think
ing; I would take the same position if not one pound of cotton 
were raised in California. Arizona, New Mexico, Texas., Arkan
sas, Louisiana, Georgia, .Alabama, Tennessee, and Mississippi 
are great cotton-growing States, in all types of cotton. All of 
those States and their people, the men and women of tho e 
States, come here to us and ask for this aid and assistance by 
way of a tariff duty. 

To my tariff friends, those who believe in the protective-tariff 
theory, I appeal; ·and since my friend from Massachusetts says 
that there is no question now between the two parties as to 
giving protection, that the only question is as to the rates of 
duty or the degree of protection to be agreed upon, I appeal 
to him now to listen to Mississippi and to the other cotton
growing States of the Union. 

Mr. President, I am about through. The Senator from Utah 
[Mr. SMOOT], who thinks accurately, has indicated that if this 
rate of 7 cents on long-staple cotton be granted-and by that 
is meant cotton of 1:lh-incb length of fiber or more--an amend
ment will be offered providing for some additional con:rpensa
rory rates ori articles in the making of which this type of cotton 
is used. I will say that in some instances it may be proper, 
and it may be that in all the Senator shall suggest I shall agree; 
but I await, of course, the offering of the amendment. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from California 

yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I yield. 
Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, what cotton competes with 

the long-staple cotton of which the Senator is speaking? 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The cotton that competes with this 

American cotton--
Mr. OVERMAN. It is the Egyptian cotton, is it not? 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes, sir. If I understand the Senator's 

question, the competition is as between our long-staple cotton 
and Egyptian cotton. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I understand that. I also understand from 
those who grow cotton-! am not thoroughly informed about 
it-that, i! this amendment shall be agreed to, the manufac
turers will be compelled to have Egyptian cotton, in any event, 
and will have to pay $35 a bale more for it, and that, of course, 
it will be necessary to impose compensatory duties on their 
products. 

The adoption of the amendment will not help at all the cotton 
producers of California, because it is not the same quality as 
the imported cotton; it has not the same staple; and the manu
facturers will have to buy Egyptian cotton. I repeat, the adop
tion of the amendment will not help the cotton in the State of 
the Senator from California, but will require the manufac
turers to pay $35 a bale more. How can they do that without 
compensatory duties being levied on the commodities which they 
produce? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, if I may respond to the 
thought suggested by the Senator from North Carolina--

Mr. OVERMAN. A million bales of cotton are raised in my 
State. When this question was previously before the Senate I 
voted against the high protection provided by the amendment, 
and I am against it now. The long-staple cotton produced in 
California does not compare with that produced in Mississippi 
I understand that in California it is not called long-stapie 
cotton, but it is called by some peculiar name. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Perhaps the Senator refers to Pima 
cotton, but " a rose by ruiy other name would smell as sweet." 

Mr. OVERMAN. I do not think it does smell as sweet, be
cause the staple is not the same at all; the staple has not the 
length; and the cotton raisers in the Senator's State do not 
produce over 30,000 bales. Now it is proposed to impose a 7-
cent duty in order to protect the 30,000 bales, when the duty, if 
imposed, will not help the cotton grown in the Senator's State 
at all, because the manufacturers will have to buy Egyptian 
cotton, inasmuch as the cotton which it is proposed to protect, 
does not compare with the foreign article. Nevertheless it is 
proposed to tax tho~e who use the foreign cotton $35 a bale. 
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Mr. SHORTRIDGE. - Mr. President, I follow the Senator's 

argument and respect his views. In the first place, I have 
heard that argument touching quality until it has become to 
me wearisome. During the late war when there was prac
tically an embargo on the importations temporarily of the so
called high-grade superior Egyptian cotton, the American manu
facturers used American-raised cotton. The emergency tariff 
bill of 1921 was passed placing a duty of 7 cents a pound on 
long-staple cotton. What was the result? Instead of some 
four hundred and odd thousand-485,000, I think-bales of 
cotton that had come in fro~ Egypt the year previous, the im
portations fell off to something . in the neighborhood of 85,000 
bales. Meantime our factories were using American-grown 
cotton. 

Now as to quality. The argument as to quality is used not 
only as to cotton, but it is also used by importers and by some 
Senators, perhaps influenced by what is told them, in respect 
to practically every imported article. A.s to cherries, almonds, 
walnuts, and a thousand other items of agriculture or of manu
facture, we are always _ told that the American product is not 
equal in quality to the foreign. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I am a member of the Com
mittee on Appropriations. The Agricultural Department and 
the people of the South are asking for large appropriations to 
encourage the raising of a cotton which has a long staple, not 
Pima cotton, if that is what it is culled; they do not want to 
grow that sort of cotton, but they want the real long-staple 
cotton. So appropriations have been made for that purpose to 
help them in their efforts and to show them bow to restore and 
increase the culture of sea-island cotton, which iSJ. of very high 
quality and of a different class from the so-called long-staple 
cotton raised in the West, and of a different length. 

1\lr. SHORTRIDGE. Begging the Senator's pardon, let me 
remind him that the Legislature of Mississippi, during the month 
of January, considered this question and adopted a joint reso
lution, without a dis.'5enting vote, indorsing a higher rate than 
is asked for. l\Iany of the other cotton States have asked for 
a graduated increase in the rate, even up to 24 cents, on cotton 
running from l'lS incbes--

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President--
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator pardon 

me until I finish this sentence? 
Mr. OVERl\IA.N. Certainly. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Running from 1~ inches up to 1% 

inches. We raise in California a great deal of cotton of 1~
inch staple. 

Mr. OVERMAN. How many bales of cotton of the long
staple variety are rai ed in the Senator's State? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. California last year raised more than 
12.000 bales. 

Mr. OVERMAN. California raised 12,000 bales! 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly. 
Mr. OVERMAN. And the Senator proposes to put a tariff 

of 25 per cent on that character of cotton in order to protect 
12 000 bales! 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Of course it is all right when I vote to 
aid the rayon indu try and the peanut producers of North Caro
lina. I voted for an ii1creased duty on peanuts raised in the 
great State of the Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I voted for duties on some commodities pro
duced in California. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. A.s has been stated, this type of cotton 
is raised in the States named; and we seek to increase the acre
age and improve the quality, if you please. The acreage has 
grown rapidly in California; Texas is increasing her cotton 
acreage, and, as I have said so often, we have the climate, 
the soil, the people, and the great American market, which we 
seek to supply, and the question is whether we or Egypt shall 
supply it. 

I said the other day that there were Senators here from 
cotton States who could far better present this subject than 
I have been able to do, but still I feel that I understand the 
problem, and I am calling upon those who believe in the protec
tive tariff policy to grant this relief and assistance. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in 
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. HEFLIN. 1\Ir. President, I inquire what is the parlia
mentary status? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in 
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. HEFLIN. And a vote "yea" is to sustain the 7 cents a 
pound rate of duty? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That i correct. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, the yeas 

and nays have been ordered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). I have a 

pair with the 8enior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN]. I 
transfer that pair to the Senator from Virginia [Mr. SwAN
soN] ~nd will vote. I vote "nay." 

Mr. SIMMONS (when his name was called). On this ques
tion I am released from my pair with the senior Senator ft·om 
Massachusetts [Mr. GILLETT]. I vote "nay." 

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] to 
my colleague [Mr. RoBINSON} and will vote. I vote "yea." 

Mr. WHEELER. Upon this question I have a pair with 
the junior Senator from Idaho [Mr. THoMAs]. I transfer that 
pair to the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. G!LLETT] 
and will vote. I vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. MOSE·s (after having voted in the neg~J_tive). I voted 

not knowing that my pair, the senior Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. STECK], was absent from the Chamber. I transfer my 
pair with him to the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
RoBsroN] and will permit .my vote to stand. 

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general 
pairs: 
T~e Senator from M~ine [Mr. GoULD] with the Senator 

from Utah [Mr. KINo]; 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REED] with the Sen

ntor from Arkansas [1\-Ir. RoBINSON] ; 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. GLENN] with the Senator from 

Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY]; and 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] with the 

Senator from Wyoming [Mr. KENOBICK]. 
The result was announced-yeas 44, nays 32, as follows: 

Allen 
Ashurst 
Baird 
Black 
Bratton 
Brock 
Brookhart 
Broussard 
Capper 
Connally 
Cutting 

Barkley 
Ring ham 
Blaine 
Blease 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Dale 
l4'ess 

YEAs-44 
Dill 
l~'letcher 
Frazier 
Geor~e 
Harris 
Harrison 
Hasting-s 
Hatfield 
Hawes 
Hayden 
Heflin 

Howell 
Johnson 
Jones 
McKellar 
McMaster 
McNary 
Nye 
Oddie 
Patterson 
Phipps 
Pittman 

NAYB-32 
Glass 
Goff 
Goldsborough 
Greene 
Grundy 
Hale 
Hebert 
Keyes 

La Fo1lette 
McColloch 
Metcalf 
Moses 
Norris 
Overman 
Simmons 
Smoot 

NOT VOTING-20 

Ram~dell 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Shortridge 
Steiwer 

~~~fl~~~s 
Thomas. Okla. 
'l'rammell 
Waterman 
Watson 

Townsend 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Wheeler 

~~=~ay *~~d ~~~~ ~~ftttead 
Deneen Kendrick Robinson, Ark. Steck 
Gillett King Robinson. Ind. Swanson 
Glenn Norbeck Robsion, Ky. Thomas, Idaho 

so· the amendment made as in Committee of the 'Vhole was 
concurred in. 

Mr. HEFLIN obtained the floor. 
Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me for 

just a minute? 
Mr. HEFLIN. Yes. 
Mr. SMOOT. The Senate has just voted a duty of 7 cents a 

pound on long-staple cotton. I ask unanimous consent that I 
may offer an amendment to the cotton schedule, in the nature 
of a compensatory duty, by inserting, on page 100, after line 12 
the following : ' 

PAn. 924. All the articles enumerated or described in this schedule 
shall be subject to an additional duty of 10 cents per pound on the 
cotton contained therein having a staple of llh inches or more in length. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment is not in order at 
this time. Is there objection to its consideration? 

1\fr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator from 
Utah that be withhold the amendment for the present I should 
like to study the effect of it, inasmuch as the rate is different 
from the amount--

Mr. SMOOT. I can tell the Senator just bow it is fixed. 
Mr. HAYDEN. I should like to get a little advice with regard 

to it. Will the Senator have the amendment printed? 
Mr. SMOOT. I send the amendment to the desk, and ask to 

have it printed and lie on the table. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. That will be done. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amendment 

to come at the end of the amendment just concurred in by the 
Senate. 



1930 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN ATE 5167 
Paragraph 781 now reads: 
Cotton having a staple of llh inches or more in length, 1 cents per 

pound. 

FoUowing that, I desire to l!,_dd: 
Having a staple of less than llfs inches, 4 cents per paund. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, when the Senator from Utah 
presents his amendment for a compensatory duty on cotton 
articles, will he have one on prepared mustard, too, so that that 
may have -a compensatory duty to make up for the duty of 2 
cents a pound on mustard seed? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is already taken care of, because the 
House provided a duty of 2 cents a pound on mustard seed. 

Mr. COPELAND. On prepared mustard? 
Mr. SMOOT. No; ~n mustard seed. 
Mr. COPELAND. Of course there should be a compensatory 

duty on prepared mustard. 
Mr. SMOOT. There is already a compensatory duty of 8 

cents a pound on prepared mustard. 
1\Ir. COPELAND. Does the Senator think that is sufficient 

for a duty of 2 cents a pound on mustard seed? 
Mr. SMOOT. Why, certainly. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the amendment 

offered by the Senator from Alabama. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 146, after the amendment just 

concurred in, add the following· words: 
Having a -staple of less than 1% inches, 4 cents per pound. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That amendment is not in order at 
this time. It is an individual amendment. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I introduced this amendment heretofore and 
let it lie on the table and did not press it at the time the other 
amendments were acted upon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It can be offered after the reserved 
amendments are acted on, but not at this time. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I ask unanimous consent to present it just 
here. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 
Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I think all individual amend

ments ought to go over until we complete our action on the 
reservations. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I have just stated that the reason why I make 
the request is that we have just passed on long-staple cotton; 
and this amendment deals with short-staple cotton and will 
perfect this provision. I should like to have it passed on now. 

Mr. BLAI1\TE. There has been a general insistence that indi
vidual amendments should be permitted to go over until the 
reservations are acted on. Under the circumstances, I must 
object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Object1on is made. 
Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. GLASS. When did it get to be out of · order to propose 

to increase any item in this tariff bill? [Laughter.] 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will hold that that is 

not a parliamentary inquiry. The clerk will state the next 
amendment reserved for a separate vote. 

The CHIEF CLERK. Paragraph 806 (b), fruit "juice. On page 
147, line 24, insert: 

(b) Concentrated juice of lemons, oranges, or other citrus fruits, fit 
for beverag~ purposes, whether in liquid, powdered, or- solid form, 70 
cents per gallon on the quantity or equivalent of unconcentrated natural 
fruit juice into which such concentrated juice can be converted · as 
shown by chemical analysis. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amend
ment, which, I will state, is just a clarifying amendment recom
mended by the department in order that there may be no ques
tion as to the classification or the statistical information gath
ered under this provision. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, may I make an inquiry of 
the Senator? As I understand, this is in reality an adminis
trative amendment? 

1\lr. SMOOT. It is. 
Mr. JOHNSON. It does not a1ter in any degree the particu

lar provision of the bill? 
1\Ir. SMOOT. In no degree whatever. It is for the purpose of 

making it clear. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the amend

ment to the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 
The LFGISLATlVE CLERK. On page 147, line 25, after the word 

"purposes," insert: 
And sirups containing any of the foregoing, all the foregoing. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Utah to the amendment 
made as in Committee of the Whole. · 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
1\lr. SMOOT. The next amendment' is on the next page. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amendment 

will be stated. 
The LmiSLATIVE CLERK. On page 148 strike out lines 2 to 4, 

inclusive, and fnsert: 
Of unconcentrated natural fruit juice contained in such concentrated 

juice or sirup as shown by chemical analysis. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment made as in Committee of the Whole, as 

amended, was concurred in. 
Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 

have inserted in the RECORD certain excerpts from Henry 
George's "Protection or Free Trade." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without .objection, it is so ordered. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 

AN OUTLINE OF IlmNRY GEORGE~S " PROTECTION Olt FUE TRADE :J 

By Will Atkinson 

" It is the thorough fusion of insight into actual facts and forces, 
with recognition of their bearing upon what makes life worth living, 
that constitutes Henry George one of the world's great soclal philos
ophers." (John Dewey, professor of philosophy, Columbia University, 
New York.) 
(Quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade," by Henry George) 

" Near the window by which I write, a great bull is tethered by a 
ring in his nose. Grazing round and round he has wound his rope about 
the stake until now he stands a close prisoner, tantalized by rich grass 
he . can not reach, unable even to toss his head to rid him of the flies 
that cluster on his shoulder. Now and again he struggles vainly, and 
then, after pitiful bellowings, relapses into silent misery. 

"This bull, a very type of massive strength, who, because he has not 
wit enough to see how he might be free, suffers want in sight of plenty, 
and is helplessly preyed upon by weaker creatures, seems to me no unfit 
emblem of the working masses. 

''In all lands inen whose toil creates abounding wealth are pinched 
with pov.erty, ap.d, while advancing civilization opens wider vistas and 
awakens new desires, are held down to brutish levels by animal needs. 
Bitterly conscious of injustice, feeling in -their inmost souls that they 
were made for more than so narrow a life, they, too, spasmodically 
struggle and cry out. But until they trace effect to cause, until they 
see how they are fettered and how they may be freed, their struggles 
and outcries are as vain as those of the bull. Nay, they are vainer. I 
shall go out _and drive the bull in the way that will untwist his rope. 
But who shall drive men into freedom? Till they use the reason with 
which they have been gifted, nothing can avail. For them there is no 
special providence. 

" Under all forms of government the ultimate power lies with the 
masses. It is not kings nor aristocracies nor landowners nor capitalists 
that anywhere really enslave the people. It is their own ignorance. 
Most clear is this where governments rest on universal suffrage. Work
ingmen may mold to their will legislatures, courts, and constitutions. 
Politicians strive for their favor and political parties bid against one 
another for their vote. But what avails this? The little finger of 
aggregated capital must be thicker than the loins of the working masses 
so long as they do not know how to use their power. • • • 

" My aim in this inquiry is to ascertain beyond peradventure whether 
protection or free trade best accords with the interests of those who 
live by their labor. I differ with those who say that with the rate of 
wages the state has no concern. I hold with those who deem the in
crease of wages a legitimate purpose of public policy. To raise and 
maintain wages is the great object that all who live by wages ought to 
seek, and workingmen are right in supporting any measure that will 
attain that object. Nor in this are they acting selfishly, for while the 
question of wages is the most important of questions to laborers, it is 
also the most import ant of questions to society at large. Whatever 
improves the condition of the lowest and broadest social stratum must 
promote the true interests of all. Where the wages of common labor are 
high and remunerative employment is easy to obtain, pt·osperity will be 
general. Where wages are highest, there will be the largest production 
and the most equitable distribution of wealth. There will invention 
be most active and the brain best guitle the hand. There will be the 
greatest comfort, the widest diffusion ol knowledge, the purest morals, 
and the truest patriotism. If we would have a healthy, a happy, an en
lightened, and a virtuous people; if we would have a pure government, 
firmly based on the popular will and quickly responsive to it, we must 
strive to raise wages and keep them high. • • • 

.. Political economy is the simplest of the sciences. It is but the 
intellectual recognition, as related to social life, of laws which iu their 
moral aspect men instinctively recognize, and which are embodied in 
the simple teachings of Him whom the common people heai"d gladly_ 
But, like Christianity, political economy has been warped by institu
tions which, denying the equality and brotherhood of man, have enlisted 
authority, silenced objection, and ingrained themselves in custom and 
habit of thought. Its professors and teachers have almost invariably 
belonged to or been ®mlnated by that class which tolerates no ques--
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tioning. of social adjustments; that give to those who do not labor the 
fruits of labor's toil. They have been like physicians employed to make 
a diagnosis on condition that they shall discover no unpleasant truth. 
Given social conditions such as those that throughout the civilized world 
to-day shock the moral sense, and political economy, fearlessly pursued, 
must lead to conclusions that will be as a lion in the way to those who 
have any tenderness for 'vested interests.' But in the colleges and 
univet·sities of our time, as in the Sanhedrin of old, it is idle to expect 
any enunciation of truths unwelcome to the powers that be." 

While we may safely accept what specialists in many lines say of 
their special studies where there are no pecuniary temptations to warp 
judgment, yet the intelligence of the masses of the people must guide 
us in all matters concerning the production and distribution of wealth, 
for this common opinion makes our Jaws. 

Fortunately only clear thinking about familiar things is needed to 
decide questions of political economy, and this is possible for unlearned 
as well as learned. 

Macaulay has said that the law of gravitation would be disputed if 
great pecuniary interests were concerned in denying it. 

'l'he heart of the tariff question ts in its relation to wages. 
Adam Smith proved that protective tariffs hamper production; but 

he was prevented by his surroundings or his self-interest from carrying 
his book through to its logical end. 

His great inquiry was into the causes which reduced wages from 
the original state in which wages were the entire products of labor to 
the present state in which labor gets but a small part of what it creates. 

Following Smith came Malthus, who blamed the result of men's un
wise laws on the Creator of the Universe and by arguments and state
ments which any schoolboy can prove fallacious, yet barred the gates 
of discussion because they harmonized with the interests of those who 
profit by unjust laws. 

If protection really " provides employment" and raises wages, why 
arc many idle at all times and wages lowest in our most highly pro
tected industries? 

Protectionists and tariff reformers alike shrink from carrying their 
arguments to logical ends. Let us follow truth wherever it may lead. 

Special interests in every age have succeeded by organized effort in 
passing laws giving them undue advantages over their fellows. 

To give our Federal Government an independent income without 
arousing opposition in the States, a revenue tariff was imposed whose 
duties were trivial compared with the British tarltr then or ours now. 
But our Constitution prohibited State tariffs and so has brought about 
free trade among a hundred million people over the greater part of a 
continent. 

The early leaders of the Republican Party were free traders. 
The slogan of the Republican Party in 1856 was: "Free trade, free 

land, free men, Fremont." 
While mothers sent their sons to the battle fields of the Civil War, 

selfish interests secured protective tariffs never before dreamed of, and 
the fear of alienating the wealthy and powerful, whose aid was deemed 
essential to the winning of the war, closed the mouths of the eloquent 
free-trade orators of the Republican Party. 

If p1·otection were needed to revive Irish industries, how can we 
explain Ulster's industrial progress, including her shipbuilding, for which 
she has no natut·al advantages? 

Superficial thinkers attribute Ulster's greater prosperity to her Prot
estant faith, ignoring the fact that in Presbyterian Skye industrial con
ditions are as primitive as in Catholic Connemara. 

In both, rapacious landlordism plunders producers and prevents the 
accumulation of capital, while in Ulster the land tenure leaves a larger 
proportion of wea1th to producers. To claim that people who are an
nually stripped of all their produce save a bare living are poor because 
of their religious opinions or lack of a protective tariff is to say that a 
scuttled ship sinks because she bas lost her figurehead. 

PROTECTION AS A UNIVERSAL NEED 

Protection is popular here because its advocates have claimed that 
its purpose is to raise wages. Does it really raise wages? Protectionists 
talk to workingmen in the same soft phrases they use to catch a horse 
they wish to saddle and ride. The pretense of tyranny bas always been 
the protection of the masses. Kings and slave owners alike seek to 
justify their protection of subjects and slaves. British misrule in Ire
land is said to be to protect the Irish. When has "protection" meant 
at any time or place anything but oppression? Special privilege "pro
tects" labor just as farmers protect cattle--to live on them. 

Does not labor produce all wealth, create all capital? Does not labor 
feed the world, clothe the world, bouse the world? Are not the three 
great orders of society "workers, beggars, and thieves "? 

When the first man came into the world what human laws were there 
to "protect" him? Yet he lived and raised a family. To s.ay that 
England is prosperous because she has free trade or that the United 
States is prosperous because it has protection is to fall into an equal 

To decide whether any law helps or injures labor we must trace effects 
to cause. 

Cities are not built on sites difficult to reach. Yet if the protective 
theory were true they would be. Pirates are not promotive of civiliza
tion. Yet a discr:iminatbg pirate who would seize only imports would 
be precisely as great a blessing as a tariff. Canals, railways, harbors, 
lighthouses, automobiles, everything which lessens the cost of transporta
tion are benefits, but tariffs increase costs .and neutralize these benefits. 

We spend millions to make our ports more easily accessible, then 
erect tariff barriers to prevent our getting any benefit from that ex
penditure. Commerce is either a blessing or a curse. If a blessing, 
tariffs should be abolished. If commerce is a curse, lighthouses should 
be destroyed and the channels leading to our seaports filled. 

If the protective theory be true, then mastery of the air, for which 
men have longed for ages, would be a misfortune. Not only are all 
improvements in transportation antagonistic to protection, but all labor
saving inventions and discoveries as well. Oil and natural gas diminish 
the market for coal far more than the free admission of foreign coal 
would. The avowed purpose of tariffs is to keep out the products of 
cheap foreign labor, yet machines are daily invented which produce 
goods cheaper than the cheapest foreign labor. Protection aims to pre
vent the importation of useful and valuable things in order to compel 
the making of such things here. But men seek not to make things but 
to possess things. 

Protection has no scientific basis. When Texas was part of Mexico, 
according to the protective theory it needed a tariff against the United 
States. Now they assume it needs a tariff against Mexico. If the three 
British Kingdoms do not need tariffs against each other now, then they 
did not need them before they were united. 

If nations need protection by tariff from other nations, do not States 
need it against other States? New Jersey against ~w York? Iowa 
against Illinois? City against city? Family against family? What ar
gument for national protection exists which does not call equally for 
State protection and for family protection? 
(T.ae following is quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade") 

" It seems to me impossible to consider th~ necessarily universal char
acter o.f the protective theory without feeling it to be repugnant to 
moral perceptions and inconsistent with the simplicity and harmony 
which we everywhere discover in natural law. What should we think 
of human laws framed for the government of a country which should 
compel each family to keep constantly on their guard against every 
other family, to expend a large part of their time and labor in pre
venting exchanges with their neighbors, and to seek their own pros
perity by opposing the natural efforts of other families to become pros
perous? Yet the protective theory implies that laws such as these have 
been imposed by the Creator upon the families of men who tenant this 
earth_ It implies that by virtue of social laws, as immutable as the 
physical laws, each nation must stand jealously on guard against every 
other nation and erect artificial obstacles to national intercourse. It 
implies that a federation of mankind, such as that which prevents the 
establishment of tariffs between the States of the American Union, 
would be a disaster to the race, and that in an ideal world each nation 
would be protected from every other nation by a cordon of tax: collectors 
with their attendant spies and informers. 

" Religion and experience alike teach us that the highest good of each 
is to be sought in the good o.f others ; that the true interests of men are 
harmonious, not antagonistic; that prosperity is the daughter of good 
will and peace; and that want and destruction follow enmity and strife. 
The protective theory, on the other band, implies the opposition of 
national interests; that the gain of one people is the loss of others; that 
each must seek its own good by constant efforts to get .advantage over 
others and to prevent others from getting advantage over it. It makes 
of nations rivals instead of cooperatives; it inculcates a warfare of 
restrictions and prohibitions and searcbings and seizures which differs 
in weapons but not in spirit from that warfare which sinks ships and 
burns cities. Can we imagine tbe nations beating their swords into 
plowshares and their spears into pruning hooks and yet maintaining 
hostile tariffs ? 

" No matter whether he call himself Christian or deist, or agnostic, or 
atheist, who can look about him without seeing that want and suffering 
flow inevitably from selfishness and that in any community the golden 
rule which teaches us to regard the interests of others as carefully as 
our own would bring not only peace but plenty? Can it be that what 
is true of individuals ceases to be true of nations-that in one sphere 
the law of prosperity is the law of love; in the other that of strife? 
On the contrary, universal history testifies that poverty, degradation, 
and enslavement are the inevitable results of that spirit which leads 
nations to regard each other .as rivals and enemies. 

" Every political truth must be a moral truth. Yet who can accept 
the protective theory as a moral truth ? " 

error. From what or whom does a tariff protect us? Protectionists say 
On a ship's deck men pull a rope and a yard rises. A man aloft clings against foreign producers. But no foreign producer can in any way 

to the tackle. His weight may help or retard, and we can only tell I force us to buy anything we do not want. Goods are not imported 
which by noticing what part o.f the tackle his weight is thrown upon. because Europeans want to sell them but because Americans want to buy 
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them. And what we import are goods; good things. Things we want 
so much that we are willing to pay for them. 

Tariffs protect us only against ourselves. They prevent us from 
buying what we want and where we want and compel us to buy inferior 
articles at higher prices. 

The natural protection to home industry given by burning deserts, 
stormy seas, and towering mountains would, if protectionist argument 
were true, give us the first steps to civilization and its most rapid 
growth where isolation was most complete. But the exact contrary is 
true. It is on _ accessible harbors, navigable rivers, and easy highways 
that cities rise and arts and sciences grow. Trade prevents war, eradi
cates prejudices, and diffuses knowledge. 

In a world created on protective principles every part would have the 
same soil, climate, and production, so that each section could produce 
everything they need or wish at home. 

But this world is one of infinite diversity in soil, climate, and prod
ucts. Man can not fully satisfy his desires without _trade; without 
exchanging wheat and corn for sugar and coffee, coal for marble, iron 
for fish1 gold for lead, copper for tin. 

If a farmer would increase quality and quantity, be must bring seed 
from afar, must cross native stock with imported. And with men preju
dices are worn down, wits sharpened, language enriched, and new ideas 
enkindled by trade. " Home-keeping youths have ever homely wits " is 
true of nations as of men. 

Protectionist restrictions no more bring prosperity than ligatures 
· promote the circulation of the blood. Trade enables us to utilize the 
highest powers of nature by obtaining products from the soil and climate 
best fitted for each, and thereby increase enormously- the returns from 

·our labor. 
But, still more important, it enables us also to utilize tile highest 

powers of the human factor in production. The benefits of specializa
tion are through trade shared by all. Men of different nations trade 
for the same reason that men of the same nation do, because- they 
find it profitable ; because through trade they can satisfy their desires 
with less exertion. 

If any government could enforce the prohibition of trade between 
its own citizens, it would convert the most populous and prosperous 
country into a howling wilderness. And all interference with either 
foreign or domestic trade tends toward this-it reduces wages, increases 
living costs, and makes life harder. 

The pioneer eats wheat of his own raising, fish caught by his boys, 
burns wood he cuts himself. But the wheat bad to be ground, the fish 
brought from the lake to the pan, and the wood carrie<) to the stove. 
Production is not complete until the product reaches the consumer, and 
whoever carries it even part way to the consumer is as really a producer 
as he who plants the seed or grinds the grain. 

"Middlemen " save producer and consumer alike expense and trouble, 
and their profits are trifling compared to the enormous sa-vings effected, 
like the savings each consumer makes by sharing the cost of one great 
water-supply system as compared with a separate system for each bouse. 

And the middleman efl'ects an enormous economy in the amount of 
-commodities kept in store as compared with the amount needed if each 
· family had to store for itself all its needs, while the saving from waste 
of perishable articles is equally great. 

is with all taxes that increase the cost of articles of · general consump
tion. They bear tar more heavily on married men than on bachelors; 
on those who have childr:en than on those who have none; on those 
barely able to support their families than on those whose incomes leave 
them a large surplus. If the millionaire chooses to live closely be need 
pay no more of these indirect taxes than the mechanic. I have known 
at least two millionaires-possessed not of one but of from six to ten 
millions each-who paid little mure of such taxes than ordinary da-y 
laborers." 

It is because they bear far more heavily on the poor than on the rich 
that indil·ect taxes have been adopted. The rich are ever the powerful, 
while the poor are voiceless. The first payers of indirect taxes pass 
them on with an added profit by insidious ways so that the final payer 
does not realize what he is paying. 

Hence indirect taxes are favorites with all who wish to plunder the 
poor under any form of government. If tax ga_therers stood in stores 
and collected a 21'i per eent -tax on every article bought there would be an 
immediate outcry, followed by repeal or revolution. But even greate-r 
taxes are collected by the storekeepers in inct·eased prices without the 
people's knowledge. And even when realized indirect taxes are difficult 
to fight successfully. They "pluck the goose without making it cry,'' 
but any people jealous of their liberties should insist that all taxation be 
direct and so take from the people as little as possible above the net re
turn to the Government. 

Direct taxes would greatly lessen opportunities for governmental waste 
and corruption. 
(Tlle following is quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade") 

"Merely as a means of raising revenue it is clear that indirect taxes 
are to be condemned, since they cost far more than they yield, bear with 
the gr:eatest weight upon those least able to pay, add to corruptive influ
ences, and lessen the control of the people over their government. 

"All the objections which apply to indirect taxes in general apply to 
import duties. Those protectionists are right who declare that protec
tion is the only justification for a tariff, and the advocates of ' a tarifl' 
for revenue only' have no case. If we do not need a tarifl' for protec
tion we need no tariff at all, and for the purpose of raising revenue 
should resort to some system which will not tax the mechanic as heavily 
as the millionaire, and will not call on the man who rears a family to 
pay on that account more than the man who shirks his natural obliga
tion, and leaves some woman whom in the scheme of nature it is in
tended that he should support, to take care of herself as best she can." 
(The following is quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade") 

"To make a protective tariff that would even roughly accord with the 
protective theory would require in the first place a minute knowledge 
of all trade and industry, and of the manner in which an effect produced 
on one industry would act and react on others. This no king, congress, 
or parliament ever can have. But, further than this, absolute disinterest
edness is required, for the fixing of protective duties is simply the dis
tribution of pecuniary favors a.mong a crowd of greedy applicants. And 
even were it possible to obtain for the making of a protective tariff a 
body of men themselves disinterested and incapable of yielding 'to bribery, 
to threat, to friendship or flattery, they would have to be more' than 
human not to be dazed by the clamor and misled by the representations 
of selfish interests. 

(The following is quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade ") " The making of a tariff, instead of being, as the protective tbeo1·y re-
" Nor should it be forgotten that the investigator, the philosopher, quires, a careful consideration of the cireumstances and needs of each 

industry, is in practice simply a great 'gr_ab' in which the retained advo
the teacher, the artist, the poet, the priest, though not engaged in the cates_ of selfillh interests bully and beg, bribe -arullogroll, in the endeavor 

~e:d:c:~onsa~~s;:~~~!'s ~~ :o:i=l~=n~~~~~!o:h:/~~~~o~s o!~;m~ ~~t!:\!~:r;:::e:: fo~s~~;eg~~~!!~~~~d~or Tt::x:::~;sis~i!!~u~1~eagyU:~~~~ 
means, but by acquiring and diffusing knowledge, stimulating mental be, the enactment of a tariff which resembles the theoretical protection
powers, and elevating the moral sense, may greatly increase the- ability ist's idea of what a protective tatiff should be about as closely as a 
to produce wealth. For man does not live by bread alone. He is not bucketful of Qaint thrown against a. wall resembles the fresco of a 
an engine in which. so much fuel gives so much power. On a capstan Raphael. 
bar or a topsail hallia.L·d a good song tells like muscle, and a Mar- "The popular plea for protection in the United States to-day is not, 
seillaise' or a 'Battle Hymn of the Republic' counts f<>r bayonets. A however, the encouragement of infant industries, but the encouragement 
beart'y la.ugp, a noble thought, a perception of harmony, may add to the of home industry-that is, all home industry. 
power of dealing even with material things. • " Now it is manifestly impossible for a protective tariff to encourage all 

"He who by any exertion of mind or body adds to the aggregate home industry. Duties upon commodities entirely produced at home can, 
of enjoyable wealth, increases the sum of human knowledge,__ or gives 
to human life higher elevation or greater -fullness-he is, in the large of course, have no effect in encouraging any home indu.stry. It is only 

when imposed upon commodities partly imported and partly produced 
meaning of the words, a ' producer,' a 'workingman,' a 'laborer,' and is at_ home, or entirely imported, yet capable of being produced at home, 
honestly earning honest wag~s. But he who without doing aught to that duties can in any way encourage an industry. No tariff which the 
make mankind richer, wiser, better, or happier lives on the toil of United States imposed could. for instance, encourage the growth of grain 
others-he, no matter by what name of honor he may be called or how or cotton, the raising of cattle, the production of coal oil, or the mining 
lustily the priests of mammon may swing their censers before him, is in of gold or silver ; for instead of importing these things we not only 
the last analysis but a beggarman or a thief." supply ourselves but have a surplus which we export. Nor could any 

Tariffs for revenue are older than the Cresars but have all the vices. import duty encourage any of the many industries which must be car
of other indirect taxes. They bear more heavily on the poor than on ried on where needed, such as building, horseshoeing, the printing of 
the rich, taking from the people, not according_ to what they have but newspapers, and so on. Since these industries that can not be pro
according to what they consume. tected constitute by far the larger part of the industries of every coun
(The following is quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade ") try, the utmost tllat by a protective tariff can be attempted is in the en-

"As much sugar is .needed to sweeten a cup of tea for a working couragement of only a few of the total industries of a country. 
girl as for the richest lady in the land, but the proportion of their means " Yet, in spite of this obvious fact, protection is never urged for the 
which a tax on sugar compels each to contribute to the QQvernment is encouragement of the industTies that alone can profit by a tariff. 
in the case of the_ one much great~r than in the case of the other. So i~ . That would be to- admit th~t -to some it gav.e special advantages <>ver 
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others, and so in the popular pleas that are made for it protection. 
is urged for the encouragement of all industry. If we· ask bow this 
can be, we are told that the tariff encourages the protected industries, 
and then the protected industries encourage the unprotected indus
tries; that protection builds up the factory and iron furnace, and the 
factory and iron furnace create a demand for the farmers' productions. 

" Imagine a village of, say, a hundred voters. Imagine two of these 
villagers to make such a proposition as this: • We are desirous, fellow 
citizens, of seeing you more prosperou§l, and to that end propose this 
plan: Give us the privilege of collecting a tax of 5 cents a day from 
everyone in the village. No one will feel the tax much, for even to 
a man with a wife and eight children it will come only to the paltry 
sum of 50 cents a day. Yet this slight tax will give our village two 
rich citizens who can affoi'd to spend money. We will at once begin 
to live in commensurate style. We will enlarge our houses and improve 
our grounds, set up carriages, hire servants, give parties, and buy much 
more freely at the stores. This will make trade brisk and cause a 
greater demand for labor. This, in turn, will create a greater demand 
for agricultural products, which will enable the neighboring farmers 
to make a greater demand for store goods and the labor· of mechanics. 
Thus shall we all become prosperous.' 

" There is in no country under the sun a village in which the people 
would listen to such a proposition. Yet it is every whit as plausible as 
the doctrine that encouraging some industries encourages all industries. 

"The only way in which we could even attempt to encourage all 
industry would be by the bounty or subsidy system. Were we to 
substitute bounties for duties as a means of encouraging industry, it 
would not only become possible for us to encourage other industries 
than those now encouraged by tariff, but we should be forced to do 
so, for it is not in human nature that the farmers, the stock raisers, 
the builders, the newspaper publishers, and so on, would consent to the 
payment of bounties to other industries without demanding them for 
their own. Nor could we consistently stop until every species of 
industry, to that of the bootblack or ragpicker, was subsidized. Yet 
evidently the result of such encouragement of each would be the dis
couragement of all. For as there could be distributed only what was 
raised by taxation, less the cost of collection, no one could get back 
in subsidies, were there any fairness in their distribution, as much as 
he would be called upon to pay in taxes. 

"This practical reduction to absurdity is not possible under the 
protective system, because only a small part of the industries of a 
country can thus be 'encouraged' while the cost of the encouragement 
is concealed in prices and is not realized by the masses. 

"We see the large smelting works and the massive mill without 
realizing that the same taxes which we are told have built them up 
have made more costly every nail driven and every needleful of thread 
used throughout the whole country. Our imaginations are affected as 
were those of the first Europeans who visited India, and who, im
pressed by the profusion and magnificence of the rajahs, but not 
noticing the abject poverty of the masses, mistook for the richest 
country in the world what is really the poorest. 

" But reflection will show that the claim popularly made for pro
tection that it encourages home industry (i. e., all home industry) 
can be true only in one sense-the sense in which Pharaoh encouraged 
Hebrew industry when he compelled the making of bricks without 
straw. Protective tariffs make more work, in the sense in which the 
spilling of grease over her kitchen floor makes more work for the 
housewife, or as a rain that wets his hay makes more work for the 
farmer. 

"It may be to the interest of a shopkeeper that the people of his 
neighborhood shall be prohibited from buying from any but him, so 
that they must take such goods as he chooses to keep, at such prices 
as he chooses to charge; but who would contend that this was to 
the general advantage? It might be to the interest of glass companies 
to restrict the number and size of windows, but hardly to the interest 
of a community. Broken limbs bring fees to surgeons, but would it 
profit a municipality to prohibit the removal of ice from sidewalks in 
order to encourage surgery? Yet it is in such ways that protective 
tariffs act. Economically, what difference is there between restricting 
the importation of iron to benefit iron producers and restricting sani
tary improvements to benefit undertakers? 

"To attempt to make a nation prosperous by preventing it from 
buying from other nations is as absurd as it would be to attempt 
to make a man prosperous by preventing him from buying from other 
men. What protectionists ask us to do to ourselves in reserving our 
home markets for home producers is in kind what the Land Leaguers 
did to Captain Boycott. They ask us to boycott ourselves." 

EXPORTS AND IMPORTS 

(The following is quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade") 

" The aim of protection is to diminish imports, never to diminish 
exports. On the contrary, the protectionist habit is to regard exports 
with favor and to consider the country which exports most and imports 
least as doing the most profitable trade. When exports exceed imports 
there is said to be a favorable balance of trade. When imports exceed 
exports there is said to be an unfavorable balance of trade. In accord-

ance with this Idea, all protectionist countries afford every facility for 
sending things away and fine men for bringing things in. 

"If the things which we thus "try to send away and prevent coming 
in were pests and vermin-things of which all men want as little n.s 
possible--this policy would conform to reason. But the things of 
which exports and imports consist are not things that nature forces 
on us against our will, and that we have to struggle to rid ourselves 
of~ but things that natare gives only in return for labor, things for 
which men make exertions and undergo privations. Him who has or 
can command much of these things we call rich; him who bas little 
we call poor; and when we say that a country increases in wealth we 
mean that the amount of these things which it contains increases 
faster than its population. What, then, is more repugnant to reason 
than the notion that the way to increase the wealth of a country is to 
promote the sending of such things a way and to prevent the bringing 
of them in? Could there be a queerer inversion of ideas? Should we 
not think even a dog had lost his senses that snapped and snarled 
when given a bone, and wagged his tail when a bone was taken from 
him? 

" Yet, are these arguments for protection a whit more absurd when 
addressed to one man living on an island than when addressed to 
60,000,000 living on a continent? What would be true in the case of 
Robinson Crusoe is true in the case of Brother Jonathan. If for
eigners will bring us goods cheaper than we can make them ourselves, 
we shall be the gainers. The more we get in imports as compared 
with what we have to give in exports, the better the trade for us. And 
since f{)reigners are not liberai enough to give us their productions, but 
will only let us have them in return for our own productions, how can 
they ruin our industry? The only way they could ruin our industry 
would be by bringing us for nothing all we want, so as to save us 
the necessity for work. If this were possible, ought it seem very 
dreadful? 

" Exports and imports, so far as they are induced by trade, are cor
relative. Eacq is the cause and complement of the other, and to im
pose any restrictions on the one is necessarily to lessen the other. 
And so far from its being the mark of a profitable. commerce that the 
value of a uation's exports exceed her imports, the reverse of this is 
true. 

"In a profitable international trade the value of imports will always 
exceed the value of the exports that pay for them, just as in a 
profitable trading. voyage that the return cargo must exceed in value the 
cargo carried out. This is possible to all the nations that are parties 
to commerce, for in a normal trade commodities are carried from places 
where they are relatively cheap to places where they are relatively 
dear, and their val~e is thus increased by the transportation, so that 
a cargo arrived at its destination has a higher value than on leaving the 
port of exportation. But on the theory that a trade is profitable 
only when exports exceed imports, the only way for all countries to 
trade profitably with one another would be to carry commodities from 
places where they are relatively dear to places where they are rela
tively cheap. An international trade made up of such transactions as 
the exportation of manufactured ice from the West Indies to New 
England, and the exportation of hothouse fruits from New England to 
the West Indies, would enable all countries to export much larger 
values than they imported. On the same theory the more ships sunk 
at sea the better for the commercial world. To have all the ships that 
left each country sunk before they could reach any other country 
would, upon protectionist principles, be the quickest means of en
riching the whole world, since all countries could then enjoy the maxi
mum of exports with the minimum of imports. 

'.' It must, however, be borne in mind that all exporting and import
ing are not the exchanging of products. This, however, is a fact which 
puts in still stronger light, if that be possible, the absurdity of the 
notion that an excess of exports over imports shows increasing wealth. 
When Rome was mistress of the world, Sicily, Spain, Africa, Egypt, 
and Britain exported to Italy far more than they imported from Italy. 
But so far from this excess of their exports over their imports indicat
ing their enrichment, it indicated their impoverishment. It meant that 
the wealth produced in the provinces was being drained to Rome in 
taxes and tribute and rent, for which no return was made. 

"Many Englishmen already own American land by the hundred 
thousand, and even by the million acres, and are only beginning to draw 
rent and royalties. Punch, recently, had a ponderous joke, the point 
of which was that the British House of Lords had much greater landed 
interests in the United States than in Great Britain. If not true 
already, it will not under present conditions be many years before the 
English aristocracy will draw far larger incomes from their American 
estates than from their home estates-incomes to supply which we 
must export without any return in imports." 

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES 

We have seen that low wages do not mean low production costs and 
that high wages are an advantage. 

But protectionists claim a country of great natural advantages needs 
protection to develop them and also that a country with less advantages 
can not produce in competition. 

But any country always increases its wealth by foi'eign trade. 
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Where one eounti'Y bas marked advantages tn some branch of pro

duction and equal disadvantages in another it is evident that fr~ ex
change wJll . benefit both. · But take two countries -in which one bas 

. .advantages over the other in all production. Would one country do all 
the exporting and the other all the importing? Evidently not. Would 
trade, then, be impossible? No. Trade would go on to mutual benefit. 
The country of greater advantages would import those products in 
which its advantage was least and export those in which its advan
tages was greatest. Both would gain. 

One because it -thereby shared the greater advantages of the other 
and the other by being thereby enabled to concentrate production 
where its advantages were greatest. Just as a ·skilled workman gains 
by having an unskilled helper to do the rougher work. 

So neither advantages nor disadvantages afford any real Teason for 
· restraining trade. Trade never arises unless both parties are benefited. 

Tea used here can be produced in the United States at less labor 
cost' than in China because of savings in transportation, packing, etc. 

But in many other things, such aJ oil, cloth, docks, watches, etc., 
our advantages over China are enormously greater than in growing 
tea. Hence by producing these things and trading them for tea, we 
get tea here for less than by growin-g tea here. 

Free trade is voluntary. It benefits both parties, but more rela
tively undeveloped countries than those already rich. 

To trade with Robinson Crusoe would be of mutual advantage. But 
how infinitely greater the benefits to Crusoe! 

Some admit that free trade is good in itself, but would injure us 
if we adopt it before other countries do. 

But they ignQre the fact that it is our own people who are restra.ined 
from trading by tartl!s and who are thereby the greatest sufferers. 
Our tariffs curtail our trade with all the world but restrain foreigners 
only in dealing with us. Protective tariffs injure e-veryone, but that in
jury is diffused and slight to other nations as compared with the direct 
injury to ourselves. 

He who does most good profits most by it. Who so does evil injures 
most of all himself. Those who advocate a policy essentially bad be
cause other nations embrace it are preaching, " Lie because others lie ; 
be idle if others are lazy ; refuse knowledge if any are ignorant!' 

PROTECTION AND WAGES 

Advocates of protection claim that it raises wages or prevents wages 
from falling, but both claims are mere unproved assertions. 

The direct object and effect of protective tariffs is to raise the price 
of commodities. But men who work for wages are buyers of com
modities, not sellers ; they sell their labor in . order to buy commodities. 

· How can any increase in the price of commodities benefit them? 
Imagine a country of high wages and one of low wages, side by side, 

separated only by a wall which freely permits goods to pass but not 
men. Would the high-wage country do all the importing and the ..low
wage country do all the exporting? That would be absurd, for it would 
mean that the low-wage country would get nothing for its goods. What 
would happen is an exchange of products to mutual ad-vantage based 
Oll the comparative cost of production. 

If, now, we imagine a wall impassable to goods but -passable -to men, 
would that prevent a reduction of wages? Manifestly not. The aim 
of protection is not to protect labor, but to protect the buyers of labor. 
It is intended to increase profits, not wages. 

The effect of encouraging any industry by taxation ls to discourage 
other industries and thus force labor into protected industries by driv-
Jng it out of others. • 

Nor could wages be raised by bounties paid .direct ·to workmen. That 
was tried in England a century ago with a .grieultural laborers. Just 
as these grants were made did the wages paid by farmers sink. 

To claim that raising wages in the protected industries would Taise 
all wages is like saying that you can raise the level of the Atlantic 
Ocean by a dam across the Hudson River. To raise the level of -all 
wages it is necessary to raise the wages of unskilled labor. 

This was shown by the discovery of placer mines in California in 1849 
which raised all wages so long as access to these mines was free. 

But when the land there became private property, shutting off 
men's opportunlties for employing themselves, wages went down. 

Theory thus shows that protection can not raise wages, and facts 
prove it just as conclusively. In Spain, in France, in .Mexico, in 
England during protection times and always and everywbere tbat pro
_tection has been tried. 

THE ABOLITION OF PROTECTION 

Beneficiaries of protection claim· that since capital bas been invested 
and industries organized under tariff's that we are bound to continue 
tariffs. 

'But there can be no vested rigbt in a wrong. What is created by 
a legislative act may be destroyed by another legislative act. The 
true doctrine is as stated in our Declaration of Independence, the self
evident doctrine that men are endowed by their Creator with equal ana 
inalienable rights and that any law or institution which denies or 
impairs -this natural equality may at any time be altered or abolished. 
Justice is an element in the safety of. investments and who so trades 
upon any people's ignoranGe or enslavement does so at his own risk. 

· Aily community ~oss by :flood, fire, war, or any cause will fall more 
lightly on the poor and more heavily on the rich if met promptly by 
taxation . 

If the expenses of the Civil War had been met by taxes levied at 
the time, "they would have been paid by the ricb. But by the device 
of a public debt (a twin in-vention to Indirect taxation)- the cost . 'Of 
the war was met by taxation spread over a term of years and fell upon 
individuals not in proportion to their means but to their consnmptioll, 
thereby iuflieting fiu heavier relative burdens on the poor than on the 
rich. One of the surest ways to discourage war and war profiteers is 
to adopt the pay-as-you-go principle and adhere to the idea of no public 
debts and no indirect taxes. 

INADEQUACY OF THE FREE-TRADE ARGUMENT 

" .U the protective theory is really so incongruous with the nature of 
things and so inconsistent with itself, how does it still obtain such wide 
and .strong support? " 

We have gone further than most free traders, but what ha-ve we 
p.roV€d? Merely that free -trade tends to increase the production of 
wealth and protection te.nds to decrease it and to foster certain monopo
lies. But what benefit is there .here for labor? 
~n our own time the workingman bas - seen wealth enormously in

creased without adding to his earnings ; so even where be knows the 
fallacies of -protection :he makes no effort to abolish it. 

A"Dd when an interest is already intrenched in law and habit 'of 
thought those who are not against it are for it. 

Statistics may be marshaled so as to prove to those who wish to 
believe it that the condition of the average man is better t~day than 
ever. The rewards to unusual ability and unusual opportunity are more 
glittering. Millionaires are common, multimillionaires abound; but the 
lot of the average man is harder, his job_less secure, his chances to rise, 
to employ himself are vanishing. No one who reads the papers can 
doubt these things. 

·Five centuries ago . the wealth-producing power of men in England 
was trifling as compared with to-day. Mechanical industry was un
dreamed of, and even agriculture ruder and less productive. Potatoes, 
turnips, . carrots, beets, and other vegetables had not been introduced. 
Cattle ayeraged half the size; sheep gave but half the fleece. Roads 
were bad, wheel carriages scare and rude, and places within a hundred 
miles practically as far apart as San Francisco and New York are 
to-day. · / 

Yet _patient students of those times, like Prof. Thorold ·Rogers, tell us 
from the records of manors, colleges, and public offices that the English 
laborer was not only relatively, but absolutely, better off than the Eng
lish laborer of to-day. 

He did not work so .bard and lived better. Plagues came .and occa
sionally famine, lor poor transportation made it impossible to relieve 
scarcity promptly. But men did not, as they do now, starve in the very 
midst of abundance. If this be the result of five centuries of astound
ing increase in productive power, what hope is there for the laborer in 
the .mere abolition of protection? 

"THE "REAL STRENGTH OF PROTECTION 

In the fact, ignored by both protectionists and free traders, that mod
ern machine civilization produces more laborers seeking employment 
than can find it, makes work a privilege and work itself is deemed a 
good, lies the Teal strength of protection. 

Protection lessens the amount of wealth a given amount of exertion 
can produce. It " makes more work" in the same sense as Pharaoh 
made more work for Hebrew brickmakers when be refused them straw ; 
in the same sense that grease spilled on the fioor makes more work for 
the housewife. To the scrubwoman that spilled grease may be a boon. 
Rain on his bay harms the farmer, bnt how does it look to the day 
laborer who gets an -extra day's work by it? 

In most civilized countries the majority of the people can not employ 
themselves, and without employers are helpless. 

Hence they regard work as desirable in itself and all labor-saving 
devices as an injury to them. And this constitutes the real strength of 
protection. No man e-ver wanted work for its own sake. The natural 
reward for work is the product of that work. But under modern condi
tions most men get not any portion of what they produce,.,but wages in 
money. 

So the idea has grown up that what men want is work when what 
they really want is the wages. .But the fact that the wages are ap
parently not based on the work done tends to eliminate from the minds 
of the workers the fact that the natnral wage of labor is what that 
labor produces. 

Most men to-day have only the power to labor. Labor on land _pro
duces all wealth. Bot divorced from land, labor is helpless and can pro
duce nothing. So landless men are forced to sell their labor to those 
who have access to land. 

Who so sells goods may .hold them for a future market, if to-day's 
does not suit him. But who .has naught to sell save his labor must take 
what he can get to-day. If his work produ.ces nothing to-day, that day 
is forever lost. And those who have nothing to sell save their labor _are 
the poorest class, the least able to bear the loss. 
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Even when in good health and in the best of times some men find it 

difficult to sell their labor and sutrer from anxiety, privation, and even 
physically. 

So has grown the belief that capital employs labor; that the employer 
is a benefactor. This colors all our thought, speech, and literature. 
'l'his idea that work is a boon is desirable in itself, leads men to wel
come a system which assumes that it " benefits one country to take work 
away " from other countries. 

And it makes workers inditrerent to the fact that protective tariffs 
really reduce the effectiveness of labor. 

The burning of a city is a real economic loss, but the fact that men by 
thousaJ;Ids are idle even in good times because they are unable to employ 
themselves or to find otber·s willing to employ them involves a loss far 
greater. And when ~ncb a catastrophe gives employment to those idle, 
is it any wonder that they see in it only the advantage to themselves? 

The belief that labor-saving machinery injures workers by depriving 
them of the opportunity to work is in itself as absurd as the idea that 
a protective tariff benefits labor. 

An examination shows that machinery enormously increases the pro
duction of wealth and that this increase inures primarily to labor and 
is diffused by exchange through all other branches of labor. 

It can be proved that labor-saving inventions tend to benefit labor, 
but that this tendency is aborted is even clearer to-day than when John 
Stuart Mill doubted that mechanical inventions had lightened the day's 
toil of any human being. It is trades-union and not machinery which, 
in many occupations in Great Britain, have reduced hours and increased 
wages. 

, 
It is legislation which has stopped the harnessing of women in mines 

and the working of little children in mills and brickyards. 
To decide why free trade or labor-saving invention fail to produce 

the benefits we naturally expect, we must examine into the distribution 
of wealth. When increased production fails to benefit labor it must be 
due to increased inequality of distribution. 

Suppose Robinson Crusoe's island to be visited at frequent intervals 
by ships. His wants could not only be satisfied by less exertion but his 
wealth would be increas~d by the ready market this would afford for his 
produce. 

But this increase would all go to Robinson Crusoe as owner of the 
island. Friday, a slave, would still get only a slave's wages, just enough 
food and lodging to maintain his working efficiency. And if there _were 
1 or 100 free men on the island, but owning no land, their share would 
be no greater. 

Let the island pass to Crusoe's heir and though wealth production be 
multiplied the lot of both slave and free men might become not only 
relatively but actually harder. 

And, though statisticians might set forth, in "figures which can not 
lie," how their condition bad improved, better housed, better fed, freed 
from fear of cannibals ; yet condemned to a round of dreary toil, on
lightened by variety, undignified by responsibility, they would be less 
men, more machines than Friday. Men whose freedom does not include 
free access to the earth, to the raw materials necessary to make labor 
productive, do not and can not share the increased wealth due to im
provements in production or exchange. Those who want them to work 
give them enough to live on and maintain their strength, but if they 
find no one who wants them to work they are free only to beg, to freeze, 
or to starve. 

The prodigious forces man has harnessed by invention and discovery 
are good or evil according to our use of them. They become our slaves 
or our masters as we use them wisely or not. 

Where the planet is held to be private property and children born 
upon it are denied the right to use its opportunities save by paying 
rent to the heirs of some dead man, improvement in production, increase 
in wealth makes their lot harder and harder. 

THJ!I ROBBER THAT TAKES ALL THAT IS LEFT 

To abolish protecti()n is to drive off one robber of labor. That will 
help but little if we leave a stronger and more rapacious one to plunder 
him. 

The robbers which plunder labor by diverting earnings from producers 
to nonproducers include monopolies of machinery and of transportation 
and exchange, protective tariffs, bad systems of currency and of finance, 
corrupt government, public debts, standing armies, war, and preparations 
for war. But these are the lesser robbers and to abolish them all would 
not really benefit labor so long as land remains private property, for 
increased rent swallows up all we thus save. 

Land in itself has no value. It is only when the ownership of land 
becomes equivalent to the ownership of laborers that value attaches to 
it. Where population is sparse and vacant land plentiful, labor can 
obtain the use of land on nominal t erms. It is only when all accessible 
land has been appropriated that the robbery of labor by the private 
ownership of land becomes increasingly apparent and life harder and 
more hopeless for those who own only their labor. 

The power which the ownership of valuable land gives is that of 
getting .human service without giving human service, which is, in 
essence, the same as the ownership of slaves. 

Land and labor are the primary factors in production. Capital Is 
their product and is, in itself, powerless to oppress or b~rm labor. 

It is not as a capitalist but only as a landowner that wealth has 
power t() harm. 

No matter how simple or bow complex civilization may be, wherever 
land is all privately owned there is always a class who can never hope 
to get more than a bare living by hard and unremitting toll, and whose 
constant anxiety is that even this bare living may fail them. 

TRUE FREE TBA.DE 

(The following is quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade") 

"Come with me," said Riehard Cobden, as John Bright turned heart
stricken from a new-made grave. " There are in England women and 
children dying with hunger-hunger made by the laws. Come with me, 
and we will not rest until we repeal those laws." 

In this spirit the free trade movement waxed and grew, arousing an 
enthusiasm that no mere fiscal reform could have aroused and in
trenched though it was by restricted su.ffrage and rotten boroughs and 
aristocratic privilege, protection was overthrown in Great Britain. • 

And-there is hunger in Great Britain still, and wom«!n and children 
yet die of it. 

But this is not the failure of free trade. When protection had been 
abolished and a revenue taritr substituted for a pt·otective tariff, free 
trade bad only won an outpost. That women and children still die of 
hunger in Great Britain arises from the failure of the reformers to go 
on. Free trade has not yet been tried in Great Britain. Free trade in 
its fullness and entirety would indeed abolish hunger. 

This we may now see. 
Our inquiry bas shown that the reason why the abolition of protec

tion, greatly as it would increase the production of wealth, can accom
plish no permanent benefit for the laboring class is that so long as the 
land on which all must live is made the property of some increase of 
productive power can only increase the tribute which those who own 
the land can demand for its use. So long as land is held to be the 
individual property of but a pot·tion of its inhabitants no possible in
crease of productive power, even if it went to the length of ab()lishing 
the necessity of labor, and no imaginable inc1·ease of wealth, even though 
it poured down from heaven or gushed up from the bowels of the earth, 
could improve the condition of those who possess only the power to 
labor. The greatest imaginable increase of wealth could only intensify 
in the greatest imaginable degree the phenomena which we are familiar 
with as " overproduction "-could only reduce the laboring class to 
universal pauperism. 

Thus it is that to make either the abolition of protection or any other 
reform beneficial to the working class we must abolish the inequality of 
legal rights to land, and restore to all their natut·al and equal rights in 
the common heritage. 

How can this be done? 
Consider for a moment precisely what it is that needs to be done, for 

it is here that confusion sometimes arises. 
Here are two simple principles, both of which are self-evident : 
I. That all men have equal rights to the use and enjoyment of the 

elements provided by nature. 
II. That each man has an exclusive right to the use and enjoyment 

of what is produced by his own labor. 
There is no conflict between these principles. On the contrary, they 

are correlative. To fully secure the individual right of propet·ty in the 
produce of labor we must treat the elements of nature as common prop
erty. If anyone could claim the sunlight as his property and could com
pel me to pay him f~r the agency of the sun in the growth of crops I 
had planted, it would necessarily lessen my right of property in the 
produce of my labor. And, conversely, where everyone is secured the 
full right of property in the produce of his labor, no one can have any 
right of property in what is not the produce of labor. 

No matter how complex the industrial organization, nor how highly 
developed the civilization, there is no real difficulty in carrying out these 
principles. All we have to do is to treat the land as the joint property 
of the whole people, just as a railway is treated as the joint property of 
many shareholders, or as a ship is treated as the joint property of 
several owners. 

To make land virtually the common property of the whole people, and 
to appropriate ground t·ent for public use, there is a way that involves 
no shock, that will conform to present customs, and that, instead of 
requiring a great increase of governmental machinery, will permit of a 
great simplification of governmental machinery. 

In every well-developed community large sums are needed for common 
purposes, and the sums thus needed increase with social growth, not 
merely in amount but proportionately, since progress tends steadily to 
devolve on the community as a whole functions which in a ruder stage 

' are discharged by individuals. Now, while people are not used to pay
ing rent to government, they are used to paying taxes to government. 
Some of these taxes are levied upon personal or movable property : 
some upon occupations or businesses or persons (as in the case of in
come taxes which are in reality taxes on persons according to income) ; 
some upon the transportation or exchange of commodities, in which last 
category fall the taxes imposed by tariffs ; and some, in the United 
States at least, on real estate-that is to say, on the value of land and 
of the improvements upon it, taken together. That part of the tax on 
real estate which is assessed on the value of land irrespective of im-
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provements is, in its- nature, not a tax but a rent--a taking for the 
common use of the community of a part of th-e income that properly 
belongs to the community by reason of the equal right of all to the use 
of land. 

It is only necessary to abolish, one after another, all other taxes now 
levied, and to increase the tax on land values till it reaches, as near as 
may be, the full annual value of the land. 

Whenever this point of theoretical perfection is reached, the selling 
value of land will entirely disappear, and the charge made to the indi
vidual by the community for the use of the common property will be
come in form what it is in fact-a rent. But until that point is 
reached, this rent may be collected by the simple increase of a tax 
upon the selling value of land irrespective of improvements--a value 
that can be ascertained more easily and more accurately than any other 

-value. 
For a full exposition of the effects of this change in the method of 

raising public revenues, I must refer the reader. to the works in which 
I have treated this branch of the subject at greater length than is here 
possible. Briefly, they would be threefold: 

In the first place. all taxes that now fall upon the exertion of labor 
or use of capital would be abolished. No one would be taxed for building 
a bouse or improving a farm or opening a mine, for bringing things in 
from foreign countries, or for adding in any way to the stock of things 
that satisfy human · wants and constitute national wealth. Everyone 
would be free to make and save wealth, to buy, sell, give, or exchange, 
without let or hindrance, any article of human production the use of 
which did not involve any public injury. All those taxes which increase 
prices as things pass from hand to hand, falling finally upon the con
sumer; wmild disappear. 

' In the18econd place, a large and constantly increasing fund would be 
ptovided for -common uses, without any tax on the earnings of labor or 
otl the returns of capital-a fund which In well-settled countries would 
not only suffice for all of what are now considered necessary eA'J)enses of 
government, but would leave a large surplus to be devoted to. purposes 
of general benefit. 

In the third place, and most important of all, the monopoly of land 
would be abolished, and land would be thrown open and kept open to 
the use of labor, since it would be unprofitable for anyone to hold land 
without putting it to its full use, and both the temptation and the power 
to speculate in natural opportunities would be gone. The -speculati~e 
value of land would be destroyed as soon as it was known that, no 
matter whether land was used or not, the tax would increase as fast as 
the value increased. and no one would want to hold land that he did not 
use. With the disappearance of the capitalized or selling value of land, 
the premium which must now be paid as purchase money by those who 
wish to use land would disappear, differences in the value o! land being 
measured by what would have to be paid for it to the community nomi
nally in taxes but really in rent. So long as any unused land remained, 
those who wished to use it could obtain it, not only without the payment 
of any purchase price but without the payment of any tax or rent. 
Nothing would be required for the use of limd till less advantageo.ua 
land came into use, and possession thus gave an advantage over and 
above the return to the labor and capital expended upon it. And no 
matter how much the growth of population and the progress of society 
increased the value of land, this increase would go to the whole com
munity, swelling that general fund in which the poorest would be an 
equal sharer with the richest. 

Thus the great cause of the present unequal distribution of wealth 
would be destroyed, and that one-sided competition would cease whieh 
now deprives men who possess nothing but power to labor of the benefits 
of .advancing civilization, and forces wages to a minimum no matter 
what the increase of wealth. Labor, free to the natural elements of 
production, would no longer be incapable of employing itself, and com
petition, acting as fully and freely between employers as between em
ployed, would carry wages up to what is truly their natural rate--the 
full value of the produce of labor-and keep them there. 

"A tax on land values is of all taxes that which best fulfills every 
requirement of a perfect tax." As land can not be hidden or carried 
off, a tax on land values can be assessed with more certainty and can 
be collected with greater ease and less expense than a.ny other tax, 
while it does not in the slightest degree check production or lessen its 
incentive. It is, in fact, a tax only tn form, being in nature a rent
a taking for the use of the community of a value that arises not from 
individual exertion but from too growth of the community. For it is 
not anything that the individual owner or user does that gives value to 
land. The value that he creates is a value that attaches to improve
ments. This, being the result of individual exertion, properly belongs 
to the individual and can not be taxed without lessening the incentive to 
production. But the value that attaches to land itself is a value 
arising from the growth of the community and increasing with social 
growth, It, therefore, properly belongs to the community, and can be 
taken to the last penny without in the slightest degree lessening the 
incentive to production. 

Taxes on land values are thus the only taxes fro-m which, in accord
ance with the principle of f1·ee trade, any considerable amount of reve
nue can be raisedJ and it is evident that to carry out the free;tra4e. 

principle to the point of abolishing all taxes that hamper or lessen pro
duction would of itself involve very nearly the same measures which we 
have seen are required to assert the common right to land and place 
all citizens upon an equal footing. 

To make these measures i-dentically the same, it is only necessary that 
the taxation of land values, to which true free trade compels us to 
resort for public reve-nues, should be carried far enough to take, as near 
as might practically be, the whole of the income arising from the value 
given to land by the growth of the community. 

But we have only to go one step farther to see that free trade does, 
indeed, require this, and that the two reforms are thus absolutely 
identical. 

Free trade means free production. Now, fully to free production it is 
necessary not only to remove all taxes on production but also to remove 
all other restrictions on production. True free trade, in short, requires 
that the ac-tive factor of production, labor, shall have free access to the 
passive factor of production, land. To secure this all monopoly of land 
must be broken up, and the equal right of all to the use of the natural 
elements must be secured by the treatment of the land as the common 
property in usufruct of the whole people. 

Thus it is that free trade brings us to the same simple measm·e as 
that which we have seen is necessary to emancipate labor from its 
thraldom and to secure that justice in the distribution of wealth which 
will make every improvement or reform beneficial to all classes. 

The partial - reform miscalled free trade, which consists in the mere 
abolition of protection-the mere substitution of a revenue tariff for a 
protective tariff-can not help the laboring classes, because it does not 
touch the fundamental cause of that unjust and unequal distribution 
which, as we see to-day makes " labor a drug and population a nui
sance " in the midst of such a plethora of wealth that we talk of over
production. True free trade, on the contrary, leads not only to the 
largest production of wealth but to the fairest distribution. It is the 
easy and obvious way of bringing about that change by which alone 
justice in distribution can be secured, and the great inventions and dis
coveries which the human mind is now grasping can be .converted into 
agencies for the elevation of society from its very foundations. 

FREE TRADE AND SOCIALISM 

(The following is quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade") 
" Individualism and socialism are in truth not antagonistic but cor

relative. Where the domain of the one principle ends that of the 
other begins. And although the motto laissez faire has been taken 
as the watchword of an individualism that tends to anarchism, and 
so-called free traders have made 'the law of supply and demand' a 
stench in the nostrils of men alive to social injustice, there is in free 
trade nothing that conflicts with a rational socialism. On the contrary, 
we have but to carry out the free-trade principle to its logical con
clusions to see that it brings us to such socialism. 

" Whether businesses in their nature monopolies should be regulated 
by law or should be car.ried on by the community is a question of 
method. It seems to me, however, that experience goes to show that 
better results can be secured, with less risk of governmental corrup
tion, by state management than by state regulation. But the great 
simplification of government which would result from the abolition of 
the present complex and demoralizing modes of taxation would vastly 
increase the ease and safety with which either of these methods could 
be applied. The assumption by the state oi all those social functions 
in which competition will not operate would involve nothing like the 
strain upon governmental powers, and would be nothing like as provoc
ative of corruption and dishonesty as our present inethQd of collect
ing taxes. The more equal distribution of wealth that would ensure 
from the reform which thus simplified government, would, moreover, 
increase public intelligence and .purify public morals, and enable us to 
bring a higher standazd of honesty and ability to. the management of 
public affairs. 

" There is another way, moreover, in which true free trade tends 
strongly to socialism in the highest and best sense of the term. The 
taking for the use of the community of that value of privilege which 
attaches to the possession of land would, wherever social development 
has advanced beyond a certain stage, yield revenues even larger than 
those now raised by taxatiQn, while there would be an enormous reduc
tion in public expenses consequent, directly and indirectly, upon the 
a.bolition of present modes of taxation. Thus would be provided a 
fund, increasing steadily with social growth, that would be applied to 
social purposes now neglected. And among the purposes which will 
suggest themselves to tbe ready by which the surplus income of the 
community could be used to increase the sum of human knowledge, the 
diffusion of elevating tastes, and the gratification of healthy desires, 
there is none more worthy than that of making honorable provision for 
those deprived of their natural protectors, or through no fault of their 
own incapacitated for the struggle of life." 

PRACTICAL POLITICS 

(The following is quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade") 
" Fre~ trade, narrowed to a mere fiscal reform, can ouly appeal to 

the lower and -weaker motives-to motives that are inadequate to 
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move men in masses. Take the current free-trade literature-its aim 
is 'to show the impolicy of protection rather than its· injustice; its 
appeal is to the pocket, not to the sympathies. Yet to begin and 
maintain great popular movements it is the moral sense rather than 
the intellect that must be appealed to, sympathy rather than self
interest. For however it may be with any individual, the sense of 
justice is with the masses of men keener and truer than intellectual 
perception, and unless a question can assume the for·m of right and 
wrong it can not provoke general discussion and excite the many to 
action. And while material gain or loss impresses us less vividly the 
greatPr the number of those we share it with, the power of sympathy 
increases as it spreads from man to man-becomes cumulative and 
eontagious. 

" But be who follows the principle of free trade to its logical con
clusion can strike at the very root of protection ; can answer every 
question, and meet every objection, and appeal to the surest of in
stincts and the strongest of motives. He will see in free trade not a 
mere fiscal reform but a movement which has for its aim and end 
nothing less than the abolition of property, and of the vice and crime 
and degradation that flow from it, by the restoration to the disin
herited of their natural rights and the establishment of society upon 
the basis of justice. He will catch the inspiration of a cause great 
enough to live for and to die for, and be moved by an enthusiasm that 
he can evoke in others. 

"It is true that to advocate free trade in its fullness would excite 
the opposition of interests far stronger than those concerned in main
taining protective tariffs. But on the other hand it would bring to 
the standard of free trade forces without which it can not succeed. 
And what those who would arouse thought have to fear is not so much 
opposition -as indifference. Without opposition that attention can not 
be excited, that energy evoked that are necessary to overcome the inertia 
that is the strongest bulwark of existing abuses. . A party can no 
more be rallied on a question that no one disputes than steam can be 
raised to working pressure in an open vessel. 

"The working classes have been awakened to the fact that there is 
some deep wrong in the constitution of society, although they may not 
see clearly what that wrong is. They have been gradually coming to 
feel that to emancipate labor radical measures are needed, although 
they may not know what those measures are. 

"And scattered through the great body thus beginning to stir and 
grope are rapidly increasing number of men who do know what this 
primary wrong is-men who see that in the recognition of the equal 
right of all to the element necessary to life and labor is the hope, apd 
the only hope, of curing social injustice. 

" It is to men of this kind that I would particularly speak. They are 
the leaven which bas in its power to leaven the whole lump. 

•• To abolish pri.vate property in land is an undertaking so great that 
it may at first seem impracticable. 

"But this seeming impracticability consists merely in the fact that 
the public mind is not yet sufficiently awakened to the justice and neces
sity of this great change. To bring it about i?! simply a work of arous,ing 
thought. How men vote is something we need not much concern our
selves with. The important thing is how they think. 

" Now the chief agency in promoting thought is discussion. And to 
secure the most general and most effective discussion of a principle it 
must be embodied in concrete form and presented in practical politics, 
so that men, being called to vote on it, shall be forced to think and 
talk about it. 

"The advocates of a great principle should know no thought of com
promise. They should proclaim it in its fullness, and point to its com
plete attainment as their goal. But the zeal of the propagandist needs 
to be supplemented by the skill of the politician. While the one need 
not fear to arouse opposition, the other should seek to minimize resist
ance. The political art, like the military art, consists in massing the 
greatest force against the point of least resistance; and to bring a prin
ciple most quickly and effectively into practical politics, the measure 
which presents it should be so moderate as {while involving the prin
ciple) to secure the largest support and excite the least resistance. For 
whether the first step be long or short is of little consequence. When 
a start is once made in a right direction, progress is a mere matter of 
keeping on. 

" It is in this way that great questions always enter the phase of 
political action. Important political battles begin with affairs of out
posts, in themselves of little moment, and are generally decided upon 
issue joined, not on the main question but on some minor or collateral 
question. Thus the slavery question in the United States came into 
practical politics upon the issue of the extension of slavery to new ter
ritory, and was decisively ettled upon the issue of secession. Regarded 
as an end, the abolitionist might well have looked with contempt on the 
proposals of the Republicans, but these proposals were the means of 
bringing to realization what the abolitionists would ' in vain have sought 
to accomplish directly. 

"To secure equal rights to land there is in this stage of civilization 
but one way. Such zpensures as peasant proprietary, or 'land limita
tion,' or the reservation to actual settlers of what is left of the public 
domain, do not tend toward it; they lead away from it. 

"The only way to abolish private property in land Is by the way or 
taxation. That way is clear and straightforward. It ·consists simply 
in abolishing, one after another, all imposts that are in their nature 
really taxes, and resorting for public revenues to economic rent, or 
ground value. To the full freeing of land, and the complete emancipa
tion of labor, it is, of course, necessary that the whole of this value 
should be taken for the common benefit; but that will inevitably follow 
the decision to collect from this source the revenues now needed, or 
even any considerable part of them, just as the entrance of a victorious 
army into a city follows the rout of the army that defended it. 

"Thus it is that when men take up the principle of freedom they are 
led on and on, and that the hearty advocacy of freedom to trade becomes 
at length the advocacy of freedom to labor. Once the tariff question 
becomes a national issue, and in the struggle against protection, free 
traders will be forced to attack indirect taxation; while before the abo
lition of indirect taxation is reached, the incidence of taxation and the 
nature and effect of private property in land will have been so well 
discussed that the rest will be but a matter of time. 

" Property in land is as indefensible as property in man. It is so 
absurdly impolitic, so outrageously unjust, so flagrantly subversive of 
the true right of property, that it can only be instituted by force and 
maintained by confounding in the popular mind the distinction between 
property in land and property in things that are the result of labor. 
Once that distinction is made clear-and a thorough discussion of the 
tariff question must now make it clear-private property in land is 
doomed." 

A NOBLER CAREER 

(The following is quoted verbatim from "Protection or Free Trade") 
"That which is good harmonizes with all things good; and that 

which is evil tends to other evil things. Properly does Buckle, in his 
History of Civilization, apply the term 'protectiv'e • not merely to the 
system of robbery by tariffs, but to the spirit that teaches that many 
are born to serve and the few to rule; that props thrones with bayo
nets, substitutes small vanities and petty jealousies for high-minded 
patriotism, and converts the flower of European youth into uniformed 
slaves, trained to kill each other at the word of command. Fortifica
tions and navies and standing armies not merely suit the protectionist 
purpose in requiring a constant expenditure, and developing a class who 
look on warlike expendituxes as conducive to their own profit and 
importance, but they are of a piece with a theory that teaches us that 
our interests are antagonistic to those of other nations. 

"Unembarrassed by hostile neighbors; unentangled in European 
quarrels ; already the most powerful nation on earth, and rapidly rising 
to a position that will dwarf the greatest empires, the Amel'ican Re
public can afford to laugh to scorn any suggestion that she should ape 
the armaments of Old World monarchies, as she should laugh to scorn 
the parallel suggestion that her industries could be ruined by throwing 
open her ports to the commerce of the world. 

"The giant of the nations does not depend for her safety upon 
steel-clad fm·tresses and armor-plated ships which the march of invention 
must within a few years make, even in war time, mere useless rubbish ; 
but in her population, in her wealth, in the intelligence and inventive. 
ness and spirit of her people, she bas all that would be really useful 
in time of need. No nation on earth would venture wantonly to attack 
her, and none could do so with impunity. If we ever have a foreign 
war it will be of our making. And too strong to fear aggression, we 
ought to be too just to commit it. 

"In thl'Owing open our ports to the commerce ·of the world we shall 
fat· better secure their safety than by fortifying them with all the • pro
tected' plates that our steel ring could make. For not merely would 
free trade give us again that mastery of the ocean which protection has 
deprived us of, and stimulate the productive power in which real fighting 
strength lies ; but while steel-clad forts COUld alford DO defense against 
the dynamite-dropping balloons and death-dealing airships which will 
be the next product of destructive invention, free trade would prevent 
their ever being sent against us. The spirit of protectionism, which is 
the real thing that it is sought to defend by steel plating, is that of 
national enmity and strife. The spirit of free trade is that of fraternity 
and peace. 

"A nobler career is open to the American Republic than the servile 
imitation of European follies and vices. Instead of following in what 
is mean and low, she may lead toward what is grand. and high. This 
league of sovereign States, settling their dillerences by a common tri
bunal and imposing no impediments to trade and travel, has in it 
possibilities of giving to the world a more than Roman peace. 

" What are the real, subs tantial advantages of thi.s Union of ours? 
Are they not summed up in the absolute freedom of trade which it 
secures, and the community of interests that grows out of this free
dom? If our States were fighting each other with hostile tariffs, and a 
citizen could not cross a State boundary line without having his baggage 
searched, or a book printed in New York could not be sent across the 
river to .Jersey City without being held in the post office until duty was 
paid, bow long would our Union last, or what would it be worth? The 
true benefits of our Union, the true basis of the intel·state peace it 
secures, is that it bas prevented the establishment of State tariffs 
and given us free trade over the better part of a continent. 
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" We may ' extend the area of treedom ' whenever we choose to-

-whenever we apply to our intercourse with other nations the same 
principle that we apply to intercourse between our States. We may 
annex Canada to air inten_ts and purposes whenever we throw down 
the tarllr wall we have built around ourselves. We need not ask for any . 
reciprocity; if we abolish our customhouses and call off our baggage 
searchers and Bible confiscators, Canada would not and could not main
tain hers. This would make the two countries practically one. 
Whether the Canadians chose to maintain a separate Parliament and 
pay a British lordling for keeping up a mock court at Rideau Hall need 
not in the slightest concern us. The intimate relations that would 
come of unrestricted commerce would soon obliterate the boundary line ; 
and mutual interest and mutual convenience would speedily induce the 
extension over both countries of the same general laws and ,institUtions. 

"And so would it be with our kindred over the sea. With the aboli
tion of our customhouses and the opening of our ports to the free entry 
of all good things, the trade between the British Islands and the United 
States would become so immense, the intercourse so intimate, that we 
should become one people and would inevitably so conform currency 
and postal system and general laws that Englishman and American 
would feel themselves as much citizens "of a common country as do 
New Yorker and Californian. Three thousand miles of water are no 
more of an impediment to this than are 3,000 miles of land. And with 
relations so close, ties of blood and language would assert their power, 
and mutual interest, general convenience, and fraternal feeling might 
soon lead to a pact which, in the words of our own, would unite all the 
English-speaking peoples in a league ' to establish justice, insure domestic 
tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general welfare, 
and secure the blessings of liberty.' 

" T.hus would free trade unite what a century ago protectionism sev
"ered and in a federation of the nations of English speech-the world 
ton~e of the future--take the first step to a federation of mankind. 

"And upon our relations with all other nations our repudiation of 
protection would have a similar teQdency. The sending of delegations 
to ask the trade of our sister Republics of Spanish America avails 
nothing so long as we maintain a tariff which repels their trade. We 
'have but to open our ports to draw their trade to us and avail our
selves of all their natural advantages. And more potent than anything 
else would be the moral influence of our action. The spectacle of a 
continental republic such as ours really putting her faith in the prin
ciple of freedom, would revolutionize" the civilized world. 

"For, as I have shown that violation of natural rights which im
poses tariff duties is inseparably linked with the violation of natural 
rights which compels the masses to pay tribute tor the privilege of 
living. The . one can not be abolished without the other. And a 
republic wherein the free-trade principle was thus carried to its con
clusion, wherein the equal and inalienable rights of men were thus 
acknowledged, would, indeed, be as a city set on a hill. 

"The dangers to the Republic come not from without but from 
within. What menaces her safety is no armada launched from Euro
pean shores, but the gathering cloud of tramps in her own highways. 
That Krupp is casting monstrous cannon and that in Cherbourg and 
Woolwich projectiles of unheard-of destructiveness are being stored 
need not alarm her, but there is black omen in the fact that Pennsyl
vania miners are working for 65 cents a day. No triumphant invader 
can tread our soil till the blight of 'great estates' has brought 
'failure of the crop of men'; if there be danger that our cities blaze it 
is from torches lit in faction fight, not from foreign shells. 

"Against such dangers forts will not guard us, ironclads protect us, 
or standing armies prove of any avail. They are not to be avoided 
by any aping of European protectionism ; they come from our failure 
to be true to that spirit of liberty which was invoked at the formation 
of the Republic. They are only to be avoided by conforming our in· 
stitutions to the principle of freedom. 

"For it is true, as was declared by the first National Assembly of 
France, that 'ignorance, neglect, or contempt of human rights are the 
sole causes of public misfortunes and corrupt ions of government.' 

" Here is the conclusion of the whole matter : That we should do 
unto others as we would have them do to us-that we should respect 
the rights of others as scrupulously as we would have our own rights 
respected is not a mere counsel of perfection to individuals bnt it is 
the law to which we . must conform social institutions and national 
policy if we would secure the blessings of abundance and peace." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the next 
amendment r eserved for a separate vote. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Paragraph 1001, on page 160, crin 
vegetal: The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, inserted 
on line 18, after the word " pound " and before the semicolon, 
the following: 

Flax tow and flax noils, 1 cent per pound ; crin vegetal, twisted or 
not twisted, 4 cents per pound. · 

l\fr. COPELAND. Mr. President, crin vegetal is a substance 
used in upholstering. It is used largely by the steamship com
panies for filling mattresses. They are required by the regula-
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tions to destroy these mattresses at regular intervals; and this, 
being a very cheap product, is used for that purpose. Further
more, it has the property of repelling vermin, and on that ac-
count is particularly suitable for _ this use. _ 

It has been proposed to raise this rate from 1 cent to 4 cents 
a pound, and on the theory tha,t that would help the moss-grow
ing people of the South. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sena
tor yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The present rate is three

fourths of a cent per pound? 
Mr. COPELAND. It is. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understand that repre

sents an equivalent ad valorem rate of 33 per cent. 
Mr. COPELAND. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And the rate of 4 cents per 

pound incorporated in the bill represents an ad valorem rate of 
176 per cent. 

Mr. COPELAND. That is right. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. How can any such rate be 

justified? 
Mr. COPELAND. It can not be justified, of course, and the 

theory that by making this price high there is going to be an 
increased use of substitutes is absurd, because crin vegetal does 
not have the same use that the moss has, and there can be no 
possible excuse -for increasing the rate as was done in Commit
tee of the Whole. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Has the Senator received 
protests from the uphol~terers and manufacturers of the 
country? 

Mr. COPELAND. It is a remarkable thing that I have had 
very few letters from my own State. I am very happy to say 
that. But I have received protests from Pennsylvania, and 
even from Louisiana and Massachusetts and many other States, 
and from Michigan, where cheap furniture is made. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have also received protests- . 
from the railroads, which use, of course, a great deal of up
holstery, protesting very vigorously against this duty. They 
state this is a commodity they must import., and it means a · 
very large increase in the cost of their upholstering if this 
increased duty stands. 

l\ir. COPELAND. Mr. President, I thank the Senator for 
what he has said. The present rate is three-fourths of a cent. 
The House increased that to 1 cent. Those who are standing for 
high rates ought certainly to be satisfied with that. But on 
top of that to add another 3 cents makes the duty almost a hun
dred per cent rate on the article itself. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The motive behind this in
crease is a desire to cause the upholsterers to use a substitute 
.which is inferior and which is subject to being infested with 
vermin. 

Mr. COPELAND. That is correct. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So that we are confronted 

with an attempt to put an embargo on a material which must 
be used in upholstering if we are to have our upholstery vermin 
proof. · 

Mr. COPELAND. That is right. I have no disposition to 
prolong the argument, but I urge the Senate to oppose the 
amendment and to let the bill stand as it came from the House. 
The rate as it came from the House is too high ; it ought to go 
back to the old rate. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I hope the Senator will have 
a roll call. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator if he 
would not agree to a rate of 2 cents a pound. That is 100 per 
cent increase. 

Mr. COPELAND. What rate? 
Mr. SMOOT. Two cents, instead of 4 cents. I think it 

ought to be increased over the 1 cent, and I believe the figures 
will demonstrate that; but I do not think 4 cents is justified. 
I a sk the Senator if he will not accept a rate of 2 cents a 
pound. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. l\Ir. President, I would like to make a 
statement for the RECORD, if the Senator from New York will 
yield to me. 

Mr. COPELAl'ID. I yield. 
1\Ir. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, people do not understand 

this proposition, and I want to say that the amendment was 
not prop.osed in a spirit of trying to grab anything. I want 
the Senate to understand why this rate was fixed. 

Orin vegetal is a fiber from the palm that grows wild in 
Algeria and Tunis. The people who gather these wild palms 
receive from 1 to 2 francs a day. For years this fiber was 
used on steamships, and when u;ey arrived in port it was 
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thrown overboard. Much of it was used for packing and was 
left in the harbors of the various ports of entry of this country. 

It began to be used then. It was an article of such little 
value that nobody used it before that, excepting_ that people 
picked it up, and the poorest classes got it free. 

I want to tell the Senate just what the moss industry in my. 
State means; and this statement applies to Texas and Florida 
and Mississippi, and some of the other States. 

I want the Senate to 1mow that the facts disclose that there 
were in 1925 in my State 15,000 people- engaged in gathering 
Spanish moss. There were 64 gins, which employed 700 people. 
The Summary of Tariff Information shows that the importa
tions of crin vegetal increased so rapidly that in two years' time 
50 per cent of the gins in my State were closed. 

I wish to state to the Senator from New York that many of 
the protests · I have received have been from citizens of the city 
of New York and upstate New York, people who own and operate 
about 20 of those gins in my State. _ 

The industry is very important. As I have said, in 1925 the 
total number of people employed as gatherers was about 15,700, 
and there were 700 people employed in the gins, We find that 
in 1928 there were only 6,310 people altogether employed in the 
industry. 

We are competing with negroes in Tunis and Algeria who 
get 1 or 2 francs a day, while our people get $4.50_ a day for 
gathering this moss. They get 41;2 cents a pound, and one 
ton of it will yield 300 pounds of the finished produ.ct. So that 
it can be seen that it is impossible to sell it in co;mpetition with 
the imported fiber. 

My people appeared before the Ways and Means Committee 
and asked for a tariff rate of 4 cents. I offered the amend
ment which now appears in the bill, and it was accepted. It is 
a meritorious one. I say to the Senator from New York that 
he has stood manfully by the people in his State who are unem
ployed, and I ask him to reflect that in 1925 there were nearly 
17,000 people in Louisiana alone employed in the industry. 

I hope that if I accept this amendment, the conferees on the 
part of the Senate will try to secure the rate suggested, and 
with that hope, anyway, I am willing to accept the suggestion 
made by the chairman of the Finance Committee. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, if I felt that hundreds and 
thousands of persons in this country were to be put out of em
ployment unless there was a tariff on crin vegetal, I would vote 
for 15 or 20 cents, if need be. I might even have done that as 
to mustard seeds. But the situation is this: Kauffman & Son, 
of New York, are the jobbers in this product. 

Mr.. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, I told the Senator that 
I had received a number of letters from the State of New York. 
One of the first witnesses appearing before the Ways and 
Means Committee was a citizen of New York State, and I 
think perhaps the Senator knows him. The first man was Mr. 
Selle, of :Minneapolis, Minn. 

1\{r. COPELAND. That is not in my State. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. I will get to New York in a moment. 
The next was the statement of C. C. Martin, of Minneapolis, 

Minn. Then there was the statement of Walter Wilhelm, of 
Gowanda, N.Y. He is a man who operates 15 or 20 gins in my 
.State. He is very largely interested in this matter. 

Then I find that a Member of Congress from Florida ap
peared. I am referring now to the tariff readjustment hear
ings. If the Senator will consult the report of those hearings, 
he will find that everything I have said is absolutely correct, 
and- that although these ·people, 15,000 of them, do not devote 
their entire time to this industry, this is a work which the 
poorer classes of people who are out of employment will resort 
to at any time there is any lack of employment in my State, 
and the poorest people are the ones who make their livelihood 

. out of gathering this moss. 
I may say to the Senator from N~w York that in my State, 

where we have frequent overflows, Where thousands of farmers 
are wiped out, they make enough money in picking this moss to 
go back on their farms. 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President-- . 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. · Does the Senator from New 

: York yield to the Senator from Michigan? 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. COUZENS. I would like to ask the- Senator from 

Louisiana if this is not a case of putting a tariff on bananas to 
make people eat apples? In other words, it is just to comp-el 
them to use a substitute for this palm fiber or vegetal. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. I do not think that is true, because one 
who eats a banana knows he is not eating an apple, but if he 
will sit in an automobile or a cheap chair he will not know 
whether the upholstery on which he is sitting is crin vegetal or 
on moss. 

I wish to say to the representatives of States producing cot
ton and flax that if they will look at the Summary of Tariff 
Information and look at the evidence before the Ways and 
Means Committee they will find that this crin vegetal has ab
solutely knocked these domestic products out of the market. 
When flax tow is used, cotton is used over it, and this vegetal 
has not only practically ruined the moss industry in my State, 
but it has affected the flax people and the cotton people of the 
United States. It is not a question of a man sitting on one 
chair or the other where he can tell which is which in certain 
grades. I do not subscribe to the statement about the substi
tution of the banana for the apple. 

Mr. COUZENS. One is forced to use a different article from 
w..hat he wants to use because a prohibitive tariff is- put on the 
imported article. -

Mr. BROUSSARD. If a- man ate an apple and did not know 
the difference between an apple and a banana, I would say it 
was a similar case. But that is not true. The fellow who eats 
a banana knows he is not eating an apple. 

Mr. COUZENS. But the fellow who pays for the moss about 
which the Senator is talking knows he is paying for it, and he 
bas to pay more for it because a prohibitive tariff is put on the 
stutr he wants to have, whlch is not produced in this country. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. It is not only not produced in this coun
try, but it is produced so cheaply that it is thrown overboard 
in our ports. It is used as packing material and for bedding 
where it is necessary to destroy the- beds. It is not anything 
like the moss the Senator knows, and the people who came- here. 
from the State of Minnesota are people who have been using ' 
moss for years, but they are using vegetal to~day and they say . 
there is no comparison between the two ; but the mari who pur- · 
chases the furniture does not know the difference when he pays 
for it. It is all concealed. 

Mr. COUZENS. He pays an excessive price because of the 
fact that there is a demand for a tariff on something we do not 
produce. Certainly he knows that, because he has to pay more 
because of the tariff on something we do not produce. · 

1\Ir. BROUSSARD. I will say to the Senator from Michigan 
that when we adopted this amendment there was not a man on 
the- floor of the Senate who. knew what crin vegetal was. 

Mr. COUz:EJNS. Senators did not know because it was not 
an amendment considered by the committee. That is a danger I 
pointed out some -time ago; amendments are offered on -the floor 
to raise or lower rates and votes are taken without any com
mittee having considered any evidence at all. 

1\Ir. BROUSSARD. _ The Senate adopted the amendment with-
out protest. 

Mr. COUZENS. We did not k:nnw anything about it 
Mr. BROUSSARD. That is what I fiave said. 
Mr. COUZENS. As a matter of fact, the rate the Senator 

suggests is 200 per cent ad valorem, is it not? 
Mr. BROUSSARD. It is a rate that is amply justified .. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, the Senator from Louisiana 

spoke about having a letter from one of the citizens of my 
State. I think probably I have a thousand letters from citi
zens of my State who own stock in oil wells urging me to vot~ 
for a tariff on oil, which I did not do. There is no reason why 
the Senator from Louisiana should complain. · . 

I started to relate. what these jobbe113, Kauffman & Son, of 
New York City, said_. They deal largely in the various .uph9f· 
stery materials. That h.as been their line for 35 years. They 
have no prejudice in the matter, because they not only deal in 
crin vegetal but also in flax straw, moss, and tow. 

l\Ir. BROUSSARD. Who is the firm the Senator mentioned? 
Mr. COPELAND. I. Kauffman & Son, of New York, who are 

jobbers iri these upholstery materials. 
1\lr. BROUSSARD. Are they importers? 
Mr. COPELAND. They are jobbers who deal in all uphol

stery materials, including those from the Senator's State, and 
the :flax straw and tow as well as c:rin vegetal . 

. Mr. BROUSSARD. Are they importers? 
Mr. COPElL.AND. I think probably they do import. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. Of course, we know the importers are 

always for free raw materiaL 
Mr. COPELAND. This is the statement that they make: 

They say that their sales of moss have not decreased, and their 
various accounts throughout the country would not and could 
not use fiber in the place of moss or tow. They say there never 
has been a surplus of moss, and at this time there is a scarcity. 

:Mr. BROUSSARD. If crin vegetal is denied a low rate, there 
will be no moss on the market at all. Moss is used in the 
making of upholstery of the higher quality. 

Mr. COPELAND. And the price of the moss is twice as high 
as the price of the crin vegetal, and it does not compete at all 
with crin vegetal, which is used in the very cheap upholstery, · 
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largely for mattresses on railroads and steamships. The moss 
is a superior article which will always be in demand because of 
its superior quality. 

· When we come to flax at the present selling price crin vegetal 
at this moment is twice as high as flax tow. It does not com
pete in any sense wha tever. There is no argument, no reason, 
or logic that can justify a 4-cent rate on this cheap product. 
So far as I am concerned I want the Senate to vote upon it, and 
I hope we may have a record vote. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is no domestic produc-
tion at all, is there? 

Mr. COPELAND. Not at all. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It all has to be imported? 
Mr. COPELAND. Every bit. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Therefore the increased duty 

would be effective to the last dollar. 
Mr. COPELAND. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Let us have the yeas and 

nays. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, I stated for the sake of 

having an adjustment of this matter that I would be willing 
to accept the suggestion, but if there is to be a vote I must say 
something additional and I must insist upon the full duty. 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, if it is not satisfactory to the Senator 
I shall withdraw my request and then the Senator can speak. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. I do not want to appear here in the 
attitude of accepting 2 cents when really I want to have a vote 
on the 4-cent proposal. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in 
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Let us have the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
The amendment made as in Committee of the Whole was 

noncurred in. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. I now offer an amendment to make the 

figure 2 cents instead of 4 cents, the same as the amendment 
just voted on except that I have changed the figure. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That amendment can not be 
entertained except by unanimous consent. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. I shall wait until it is in order. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Upon reaching the stage 

of individual amendments the amendment will be in order. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, on last evening the 

Senate voted upon my amendment on page 118, paragraph 404, 
line 25, proposing to add 10 per cent to the ad valorem duty 
on birch and alder plywood, making a total duty of 50 per cent 
on these plywoods. According to this morning's CoNGRESSIONAL 
REOORD, at page 5092, on a division the amendment was con
curred in. But according to the clerk's official Senate record 
the amendment was rejected. This must be cleared up. 

There was a general misapprehension regarding the proposal 
anyway. There is absolutely no difference of opinion between 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH], who was jn 
charge of the wood schedule for the Democrats, and myself 
regarding this item. This is in fact an amendment originally 
proposed by the Senator from Massachusetts. I am very sure 
the Senate, if the amendment was rejected as shown by the 
clerk's record, rejected it under a misapprehension, because there 
is no disagreement and no basis for argument. In view of the 
fact that the record is wrong at one point or the other, I ask 
unanimous consent for reconsideration of the item and sub
mission without debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have no objection. I sim

ply want to confirm the statement made by the Senator. If 
I remember rightly, the Senator, in Committee of the Whole, 
proposed an amendment for a very substantial increase of duty. 
I could not agree to that but did propose to him that I would 
accept, so far as I could for the minority, a duty of 50 per cent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There being no objection, 
the question is on concurring in the amendment made as in 
Committee of the Whole. 

The amendment made as in Committee of the Whole was con
cm·red in. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE--ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 

SIGNED -

A message from the House of Representatives by 1\fr. Halti
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the following enrolled bills and joint resolution, 
and they were signed by the President pro tempore: 

H. R. 4767. An act to authorize sale of iron pier in Delaware 
Bay, near Lewes, Del. ; 

H. R. 7971. An act to extend the times for commencing and 
completing the constructiQn of a bridge across the French Broad 

River on Tennessee Highway No.9 near the town of Bridgeport 
in Cocke Co-unty, Tenn. ; 

H . R. 8287. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State Highway Commission of Virginia to maintain a bridge 
already constructed a cross the Shenandoah River in Clarke 
County, Va., United States Route No. 50; 

H. R. 9180. An act to legalize a bridge across the Roanoke 
River at or near Weldon, N. C.; and 

H. J . Res. 223. Joint resolution to provide for the expenses of 
partjcipation by the United States in the International Confer
ence for the Codification of International Law in 1930. 

REVISION OF THE TARIFF 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 2667) 
to provide revenu~ to regulate commerce with foreign countries, 
to encourage the industries of the United States, to protect 
American labor, and. for other purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will report the 
next reserved amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Paragraph 1105, page 172, wool 
waste and rags. ~ 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, it is quite ap
parent that a rediscus8ion of the particular paragraph now 
before us will result in the same action being taken in the 
Senate that was taken as in Committee of the Whole. I regret 
very much that the Committee of the Whole voted by a sub
stantial majority in favor of increasing the duty on virgin 
wool from 31 to 34 cents and increasing the duty upon wool 
rags to 16 cents. I think it is most unfortunate that the 
action was taken, but I recognize there has been no change in 
sentiment and that there will be without question a reaffirma
tion of the vote taken in Committee of the Whole. 

I can not let the occasion go by without pointing out the very 
serious consequences this increased duty on virgin wool and 
more particularly on wool rags will have upon the woolen indus
try as a whole in a very substantial increased cost of woolen 
fabrics to the American public. I think it was the Baltimore 
Sun which a few days ago stated that the estimated increase 
in the cost of cloth by reason of these increased duties to the 
American public would be $125,000,000. It is bound to be very 
substantial and it is unfortunate that it is occurring at this 
time with the industry in such a depressed condition. The 
woolen industry, as the Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT] knows, 
is in a very sad plight. I have grave fears as to whether it 
will be able to withstand the financial depression that now 
surrounds it. At this time increasing the duty upon its raw 
product, virgin wool, and increasing the duty upon wool rags 
is going to be ve1·y detrimental. It is another serious impedi
ment to the industry because it increases the cost of production. 

Gentlemen on the Republican side of the Chamber, you have 
done and are doing a bad day's work for your party when you 
increase the duty upon long-staple cotton, as you have done 
to-day, and also when you increase the duty upon virgin wool 
and woolen rags. There is some justification for Senators from 
the Southern States ; but when Senators who come from States 
where there is not a single bit of cotton grown, and even where 
there are cotton-textile industries, vote for these increased duties 
it is indefensible, and the blame is on the Republican side of 
the Chamber for the increase of 7 cents on long-staple cott~n. 
There were more votes on the Democratic side against that duty 
than in any other vote that could be classed as an agricultural 
product. I think there were at least 11 votes upon this side of 
the Chamber against it, and yet we were not able to get enough 
votes on the other side of the Chamber to prevent this body 
blow, this stiletto in the back of a tottering industry, the cotton
textile industry. Now comes the second body blow, through 
virgin wool and wool rags, to the woolen-textile industry. 

The Republican Party will have much to defend in this bill, 
but, in my judgment, they are going to have requests come pour
ing in here in the next few weeks, before the bill is finally 
passed, from industries of the country urging that the industries 
be saved from ruin because of these increased rates. One of 
the serious objections to the bill is that it has piled up increased 
duties upon the many raw materials that are used by all our 
indus tries. Practically every industry in the country has had 
additional burdens placed upon it without any increased protec
tion to speak of. Do not think for one moment that many of 
the largest industries of the country are not going to be opposed 
to this bill. How is the Republican Party going to have the 
hardihood to face the people of the country with most of the 
industries of the country opposed to their protective tariff bill? 
In fact, before the Senate gets through with this bill it will not 
have any friends. The members of the farm bloc are now turn
ing the other way. 

Industries are getting nothing but burdens. The consumers 
are being penalized by duties that will increase prices. Who is 
going to be benefited? There will be a demand from the people 
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· of the country to kill the bill and let the present tariff law 
remain effective. There can not be any other sane result or 
decision reached, in view of the changes that have been voted 
in recent days upon such rates as wool, lumber; cement, sugar, 
.cotton, casein, china clay, and all food products and raw 
materials of every kind. . 

I was astounded at the last roll call. I can not now under
stand some of the votes. I can understand how Senators from 
cotton-growing States can favor a duty on long-staple cotton, 
·but, when it is made manifest that the cost of tires will thereby 
be increased, to the extent, even, upon the admission of the 
Senator advocating the increase, of 35 cents to the manufac
turer and from 60 to 70 cents to the consumer, I can not under
stand how Senators not coming from cotton States can vote to 
·impose a duty of from 50 to 75 cents upon each tire purchased 
by thousands of people in their respective States. How do they 
ever expect to get back here7 With an intelligent, progressive, 
live candidate against them who can make plain the facts, how 
.do they ever expect to return? 

Mr. WHEELER and Mr. BROOKHART addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mas

sachusetts yield ; and if so, to whom! 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I heard first the voice of the 

Senator from Montana, and I yield to him. 
Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I agree with a great deal 

the Senator from Massachusetts has said, but I want him to 
bear in mind that it has been the tariff-protected industries that 
have gone out and sold the idea to the farmers of the country 
that high tariff rates are needed in order to benefit the farmer. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. 0 Mr. President, it is al
ways some Democrat who spoils a good . Democratic speech. 
[Laughter.] Here I was lecturing the Republicans, and a 
Democrat had to remind me that I was not on sound ground. 
It is e-ver thus; no wonder we are ·a minority. [Laughter.] 
I now yield to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. BROOKHART. 1\fr. President, as I understand the Sena
tor's argument, he is opposed to the protection of raw materials. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. · I was trying to show that the 
Senator from Iowa would, in all probability, vote against this 
bill if the present method of shaping it continues. Perhaps I 
am mistaken as to that. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I can tell the Senator about that in just 
a moment. Since, however, 70 per cent of the raw material 
used by the factories of our country comes from the farm, it 
seems to me the Senator's argument is pretty hard on the 
farmer. 

So far as voting for the bill 1s concerned, let me say that the 
part of this bill which is effective is tlte debenture. I can vote 

·for the debenture, but if the debenture goes out, the Senator will 
find me voting against the bill I do not propose that we shall 
levy from ten to twelve hundred million dollars of taxes on the 
farmers of this country by high tariff rates without affording 
the farmers the benefit which can be given them by the deben
ture plan, which will make the farm rates effective. 

Mr. WALSH of .Massachusetts. Has the Senator any doubt 
about the debenture plan going out of the bill? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I have not conceded as yet that it is 
going out ; I am still fighting for "it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am glad the Senator has 
his courage with him, but, in view of some recent roll calls, I 
should think he would be getting a little bit nervous about this 
bill. I think there is every reason why the Senators who have 
been espousing the cause of the farmer should feel a little bit 
discouraged. I think that they should put their mourning bands 
on, for the situation looks very grave. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I thought, perhaps, we .might secure a 
little help from the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, not having 
succeeded in arousing upon the Democra,tic side of the Chamber 
any sympathy, or very little, for my protest against the wicked
ness of the Republicans in increasing tariff duties upon cotton 
and wool and lumber and sugar and cement, upon everything 
the people eat and everything they wear, I think I ought to 
yield the floor, . stating first that I do not want to be grieved 
further by hearing another roll call upon the question of 
whether the increased duties upon wool rags and virgin wool 
shall be sustained. I prefer to try to foxget what has hap
pened, to sit silently by, ·let the chorus of "ayes" confirm the 
action taken as in Committee of the Whole, and let a few of 
the minority be content with trying to shout " nay " as loud as 
they can. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I was not trying to spoil 
the speech of the Senator from Massachusetts; I was trying 
to help it out a little, but I could not help but call his attention 

to the fact that he has quite consistently voted for high duties 'l 
u_pon manufactured articles which affected New England. I 
am not blaming him for that at all, because I realize--

Hr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sena- · 
tor yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Once again I have to explain ; 

my record .as a Democrat. I consider it no offense to vote for ' 
protecqon or increased protection when a case is made out for 
-the need of it to protect the domestic industry against excessive 
imports. 

Mr. WHEELER. No. 
Mr. WALSH ·of Massachusetts. I do not think it is becoming 

of a Democratic Senator to embarrass another; but I want to 
say to the Senator that if he will look through my record he 
will find that the increased duties for which I have voted have 
been fully justified on the facts, and my votes in those instances 
nave been based upon what seemed to be, to me, at least, very 
sound reasons for increasing the duties. I intend to prevent a 
depressed industry from being ruined by unchecked imports that 
rob it of the domestic market. 

Mr. WHEELER. I have not the slightest doubt of that, but 
the Senator takes offense because I called his attention to the 
fact that the manufacturing interests have sought to create the 
impression among the farmers that high tariff rates on indus
trial commodities are for the benefit of the farmer. I agree 
that many of the tariff rates which have been written in this 
bill will not do the farmers any good at all, and I have been 
opposed to mB.ny of them--

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I called attention to a series 
of commodities upon which increased duties have been levied 
in this bill which I supposed Democrats would take advantage 
of to present as issues to the country. 

Mr. WHEELER. I was directing attention to the fact that 
tariff leagues and others in the "East have caused the farmers 
of the country to believe if anything is wrong w.ith any of their 
industries the thing that is necessary for 1:hem to do to help 
themselves is to have high tariff duties. That is what has 
brought about this situation. The result is that the manufac~ 
turers themselves are going to suffer. 

I can agree and did agree with a great · deal the Senator said, 
and I think he is right about it in many respects, but I can not 
quite understand why he should protest when I merely called 
attention to the fact that the manufacturers themselves or those 
that claim to represent them have been responsible for · these 
high duties upon farm products and upon all other commodities. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
print in the RECORD an article from this morning's New York 
World with relation to the tariff. I ask leave to have the 
article printed in .the RECORD at this particular time because it 
contains a very illuminating letter from the present Secretary 
of the Navy, Mr. Adams, reflecting his views on the tariff in 
1909, when he expressed himself along the lines of free trade. 
I thought probably, in view of the fact that the tariff is now 
occupying so much time and there being so much doubt as to 
the views of the President, whether he favors the former coali
tion bill or the new coalition bill, that it might be interesting to 
know the views of the Secretary of the Navy, one of the mem
bers of the Cabinet, the same Secretary wbo some time ago 
.made a speeCh in Boston taking to task Senators on the other 
side of the aisle who are supposed to be progressives and insur
gents from the party organization. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Texas yield to the Senator ..from Utah 7 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 
Mr. SMOOT. I take it for granted that the Senator ap

_proves of the letter written by Secretary Adams. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Oh, no. The Senator from Utah is a very 

astute Senator, but he ought not to reach that conclusion, I am 
sure, with all due respect to him. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator referred to the Secretary of the 
Navy as being a free trader in 1909. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I had supposed, the Senator from Utah · 
being a very stalwart administration leader, that his views 
would more nearly coincide with those of a member of the Cabi- , 
net of the President whose banner he is always following than . 
would those of the Senator from Texas, who rarely if ever can 1 

be found in that eamp. · 
Mr. SMOOT. I dQ not know what the views of the President , 

are as to the items of this bill. 
Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator, does not suffer any distinction 

in that regard when he says he does not know what the views 
of the President are. 
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Mr. SMOOT. Nor do I know what the views of Mr. Adams 

are. and if I did know his views they would not make a particle 
of difference to me. 

Mr. CONNALLY. In view of that statement I do not see 
why the Senator wanted to associate my views with those of 
the Secretary of the Navy, because if the Senator from Utah 
has no respect for the views of the Secretary of the Navy I do 
not see how he can expect the Senator from Texas to have any 
respect for them. 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not say I had no re::::""!)ect fo'r the views of 
the Secretary of the Navy, but I do not agree with him; that is 
all. · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the article 
referred to by the Senator from Montana will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article is as follows: 
[From the New York World March 13, 1930] 

POLITICS FROM THE SIDE LINES 
By Elliott Thurston 

WASHINGTON, March 12.-It seems incredible that Charles Francis 
Adams, now Secretary of the Navy, really wrote this amazing letter 
classifying people who profit by high tariffs as "hogs" or "thieves." 
Secretaries of the Navy are notoriously reckless. The present Secretary, 
now detailed to the London Naval Conference, already has lived up to 
that tradition. But this letter-with its admission that Mr. Adams 
himself is a " tariff thief," its terrific indictment of the tariff, its solemn 
notice to the administration that the public is in a state of revolt-well, 
it just seems incredible, that's all. 

Arlamses are so numerous around Boston Common that there is an 
outside chance that some other Charles Francis Adams penned this 
~stounding document; and yet who but "the" Charles Francis Adams, 
son of .John Quincy, and, as Who's Who neatly puts it, g. g. g. s. of 
John Adams, could have written it? Who else would have inherited the 
noncomformity to speak out in this devastating fashion? 

Why, nothing so bluntly, brutally frank, so mercilessly scalding has 
been uttered in all the long, weary days of tariff debate. Nothing could 
be more appropr~te. Astonishing as such sweeping candor is, particu
larly from a member of President Hoover's own Cabinet, it is even more 
surprising to think that no outraged GRUNDY, no son of a wild jackass, 
nobody at all has risen in the Senate to exhibit this letter to the Nation 
and to the world as a shocking example of what a Cabinet member should 
not say out loud, or even breathe, for that matter, to the family cat. 

But let the letter speak for itself. Here is what it says of those who 
actively seek or passively profit by high taritrs : 

" Speaking after the fashion of men, they are either thieves or bogs. 
I myself belong to the former class. I am a tariff thief, and I have a 
license to steal. It bears the broad seal of the United States. I stole 
under it yesterday. I am stealing under it to-day. I propose to steal 
under it to-mon-ow. The Government has forced me into this position, 
and I both do and shall take full advantage of it. I am therefore a 
tariff thief with a license to steal. And what are you going to do 
about it?" 

What a confession ! But wait; there is much more. Thus: 
"The other class comes under the hog category-that is, they rush 

squealing and struggling to the great Washington protection trough and, 
with all four feet in it, they proceed to gobble the swill. Well ac
quainted with those of this class, you know their attitude and their 
utterances. It is useless for me to dilate upon either. To this class 
I do not belong. I am simply a tariff thief, but, as I have said, with 
a license to steal." 

What does old JoE GRUNDY think of that? What do all the rest of 
the party's protectionist seekers think of that? But the letter goes on: 

"But, on the other hand, I am a tariff reformer. I would like to see · 
every protective schedule swept out of existence, my own included." 

A free tradeL' in the President's own camp? Charles Francis Adams 
would like to toss the party's magnificent tariff into the sea, would be? 
It takes one's breath away to think that such a man sits at · Mr. 
Hoover's Cabinet table. 

And still the dumfounding lettel' continues. Alluding to the unfortu
nate consumer and the futility of his trying to come to Washington to 
plead for mercy before the tariff-fixing cqmmittees, Charles Francis 
Adams declares: 

"Meanwhile, what inducement have I to go to Washington on a 
public mission of this sort? A mere citizen, I represent no one. If I 
went I would receive from the committee scarcely a respectful hear
ing-if any hearing at all. My position in these respects is exactly the 
position of myriads of others. And they say we do not exist. 

" Meanwhile I do know this: On every occasion when, of late, I 
have had occasion to address an audience any reference to 'protection 
run mad ' or to the tariff as the ' mother of trusts,' it has invariably 
elicited a more spontaneous response than any other utterance I could 
make. This feeling is abroad, becoming stronger, and will certainly, 
soon or late, be in evidence at the polls." 

Has the White House failed to hear this ominous waTning from the ' 
Secretary of the Navy? 

"Meanwhile," says this unbelievable letter, "the tens of thousands 
of persons who f.eel in that way, like myself, can not afford either the 
time or, more frequently, the money to go to Washington to ask to ' 
be heard before a committee which they know in advance is bOth preju
diced and packed against them." 

.Just let REED SMoOT and WILL RAWLEY and their committee col
leagues lay to that. Prejudiced and packed against the public, eh? 

" I have in this letter," adds the dauntless Mr. Adams, "set forth 
the situation, so far as a revision of the tariff is concerned, as it 
exists within your personal knowledge and my personal knowledge. 
You are welcome to make such use of it before the committee or else
where as you see fit. I should have no objection to seeing it in print: · 
Meanwhile have it well understood that my position is exactly the posi
tion of tens of thousands of others scattered throughout the country." 

So this incorrigible Adams is so lost to all proper Republican feelings 
that he wants to see these scandalous heresies in print, does he? Well, 
there they are. So far as I can discover, nobody has obliged him since 
he wrote this letter to a Massachusetts Congressman, a member of the 
very committee now headed by WILL HAWLEY, back in November, 1908. 

Mr. COPELAND. 1\Ir. President, I do not think it is fair 
that one Democrat should criticize another for his views re
garding a tariff item. The Senator from Montana made a vigor
ous fight for a 30-cent-a-pound rate on rayon but he was not ' 
for free rayon. 
.. Mr .. WHEELER. The Senator is entirely wrong. If he will 

confine himself to the facts-
1\ir. COPELAJ\rn. Very well. Suppose the Senator correct · 

me and give us the basis of the facts. 
Mr. WHEELER. So that the Senator from New York may 

know the facts, I favored taking off the 45 cents specific duty 
on rayon. I said that there was not any Senator upon the floor 
who attempted to justify the rate proposed or to dispute the. 
facts presented by me. I was perfectly willing-- 1 

Mr. COPELAND. Did the Senator want to take all the l 
duty off? 

Mr. WHEELER. All the specific duty. I was perf.ectly will
ing to let the ad valorem duty remain. I h~ve repeatedly said 
upon the floor of the Senate that I am perfectly willing to give 
the manufacturers of this country a rate of tariff equal to the 
difference between the cost of production at home and abroad, , 
I have felt that way with reference to manufactured articles · 
produced in Massachusetts or any other State. 

Let me say further to the Senator from New York that I 
have not criticized the Senator from Massachusetts for any- 1 

thing that he said or anything that he has done upon the floor. 1 

I do not know why the Senator from New York should be called 
upon to rise in his seat and defend the Senator from l\Iassa· 
chusetts, who, I am sure, is perfectly capable of taking care of 
himself. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator from Massachusetts needs no 
defense from me or from anybody else; but the Senator from 
Montana admits that he is in favor of a tariff, and so the only 
difference is as to how much the tariff rate shall be. Whether 
inadvertently or otherwise, the impression was given by the 
Senator to the citizens of my State that because I did not vote 
with him on the rayon schedule therefore I had violated ·my 
duty as a Democrat, and that I should have followed the Senator 1 

from Montana. As a matter of fact, the only difference between 
us is that the Senator from Montana desired one rate of duty, 
while the Senator from New York felt that another rate of duty 
was needed. It was not a question of whether there should be 
free trade or protection, but merely a question of judgment as 
to how much the rate should be. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT], when the rayon item 
was previously under consideration, convinced me that there 
was a difference between the cost of production here and abroad 
of 42lh cents a pound, I think, in addition to the ad valorem 
rate. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
:Mr. WHEELER. Let me say that the Senator from Utah 

did not cite any figures given him by the Tariff Commission to 
substantiate his statement, because the Tariff Commission . 
figures do not show that a 45 per cent speciiic duty is justified. 

Mr. COPELAND. It was a matter of judgment. I had to 
form a decision in my mind as to whether the Senator from 
Utah was right or whether the Senator from Montana was 
right. I reached a certain conclusion, and voted accordingly. 
I voted for protection. So did the Senator from Montana. 
There is not the slightest difference from the D emocratic stand
point between the Senator from Montana and myself, because 
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We were both for a tarifr. It ·was only a ·question of bow much 
the rate should be. 

So far as the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH] is 
concerned, he needs no defender. He bas stood on the floor 
of the Senate since the middle of last September, and, in season 
and out of season has fought for the consumers of America; 
and many many times he bas taken a position here in opposi
tion to his selfish interests. If he had sought only to follow 
"Massachusetts-there she stands "-he would have been for 
liigher tariffs time and time again. I think the Senator from 
Massachusetts this afternoon has well presented his case. So 
far as I am concerned, r applaud it, and thank him from the 
bottom of my heart. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, now that we have had this little 
family row over the tariff, I hope we can get a vote upon the 
next item-knit goods. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on concurring 
in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. With
out objection, the vote will be taken upon all the amendments 
contained in paragraph 1105. 

Upon this question the yeas and nays have been demanded. 
A sufficient number not having seconded the demand, all those 
in favor of concurring in the amendment made as in Committee 
of the Whole will say "aye." [A pause.] Those opposed to 
concurring in the amendment made as in Committee of the 
Whole will say "no." [A pause.] The amendment is con
curred in. 

The clerk will state the next amendment reserved for a 
separate vote. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Paragraph 1114, knit goods, page 177. 
Mr. COPELAJU). Mr. President, if I may have the atten

tion of the Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT], I desire to ask 
him a question. 

The criticism made by the manufacturers in my State is that 
the rate fixed on knit fabric in paragraph 1114 does not corre
spona to the rate on wool yarn in paragraph 1107. The criticism 
is that there is a lack of 5 per cent protection in paragraph 1114 
if the rate on the fundamental yarn is to be left as it is in para
graph 1107. What does the Senator say about that? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator will n(}tice that the 
rate on knit fabric in the piece, wholly or in chief value of wool, 
valued at not more than $1 per pound, is 33 cents per pound and 
40 per cent ad valorem ; valued at more than $1 per pound, 46 
cents per pound and 50 per cent ad valorem. 

A knit fabric the price of which--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. May the Chair interject to 

say that under the parliamentary situation the only amendment 
which can now be dealt with is the amendment on lines 6 and 7, 
"finished or unfinished." If other amendments are to be con
sidered, they will have to be offered as individual amendments 
when that stage of the procedure has been reached. At the 
present moment the only thing that may be dealt with is the 
amendment the Chair has stated. 

Mr. COPELAND. I am satisfied with the ruling; but it may 
be that the interchange of two or three sentences will end the 
matter, so far as the future is concerned. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. So far as the Ohair is con· 
cerned, anything for the enlightenment of the Senate. 

Mr. SMOOT. As I was saying, knit fabric in the piece, wholly 
or in chief value of wool, valued at not more than $1 per pound, 
must of necessity have some by-product, I will call it, of wool. 
It would not be all wool-! mean, in the sense of virgin wool
if it is knit into a fabric selling at that price. Therefore, we 
impose a duty of 33 cents per pound and 40 per cent ad valorem. 
In other words, the specific rate, the Senator will notice, is a 
little less than some of the other rates and the ad valorem rate 
is 40 per cent, which on that class of goods, being a coarser 
yarn and made into coarser goods, is certainly sufficient pro
tection. When the value is over $1 a pound, however, we get 
into a finer piece of cloth, and there we impose a duty of 46 
cents per pound and 50 per cent ad valorem. Those are the 
finest goods that are made in knit fabrics in the piece, and there 
should be that differential. As to the cheaper goods, I will say· 
that the yarn that goes into that perhaps may be 50 per cent 
reworked wool ; and that is why the rates are so different in the 
two values. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, may I hand to the Senator 
three letters from Brooklyn knitting mills and ask him if he will 
give them consideration through his experts? 

Mr. SMOOT. I will. 
Mr. COPELAND. They are from Meyer Dorflnann, the Bris

tol Knitting Mills, and the Mayflower Knitting Mills. I shall be 
glad if the Senator will be good enough to study their criticisms. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will; and I will answer the Senator by letter. 
Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Senator very much. I with

draw the reservation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on concur
ring in the amendment made as in Commlttee of the Whole. 

The amendment was concurred in. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will state the next 

amendment reserved for a separate vote. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Paragraph 1122, page 180: The Sen

ate, as in Committee of the Whole, inserted a new paragraph, 
reading as follows : 

PAR. 1122. For the purposes of this act all fabrics in the piece con· 
talning 15 per cent or more in weight of wool, whether or not in 
chief value thereof, and whether or not more specifically provided for, 
shall be dutiable under the appropriate provision of this schedule for 
fabrics fu the piece wholly or in chief value of wooL 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on concur
ring in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I desire to add to the amend
ment the words ~ except printing-machine cylinder· lapping in 
chief value of flax." · 

There is none of this product made in the United States. I 
think that ought to be excepted from this paragraph. I have 
taken up the matter with a number of Senators, and also with 
the department ; and they say that no harm could come to any 
local industry by excepting printing-machine cylinder lapping in 
chief value of flax. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator offer that 
as an amendment to the amendment made as in Committee of 
the Whole? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do. In order that the Senate may know just 
what the amendment is, I send it to the desk, and offer it as a 
substitute. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will state the pro
posed substitute for the information of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 180, it is proposed to strike out 
paragraph U22, inserted by the amendment of the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. THOMAS], and in lieu thereof to insert the following: 

PAR. 1122. For the purposes of this act all fabrics in the piece or 
otherwise (except printing-machi.rul cylinder lapping in chief value of 
flax) containing 15 pe.r cent or more in weight of wool, whether or not 
in chief value thereof, and whether 01' not more specifically provided for, 
shall be dutiable under the appropriate provision of this schedule as if 
wholly or in chief value of wool. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah as a substitute 
for the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I am not going to discuss the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Utah. I desire, how
ever, to call the Senator's attention to the fact that this amend
ment, paragraph 1122, whether amended as suggested by the' 
Senator from Utah or not, is going to override every other 
schedule relating to textiles. It is going to dislocate practically 
every rate that has been fixed in the cotton, the rayon, the silk, 
the flax, and the hemp schedules as relates to fabrics. 

Take, for instance, the cotton schedule, paragraph 906-cloth, 
in chief value of cotton, containing wool, 60 per cent ad valorem. 
I have not any doubt but that the proposed amendment will 
give an increase over that rate perhaps more than twofold. 
The same thing is true with reference to wool fabrics, increas
ing the rate on the present values as high as 135 per cent ad 
valorem. 

This proposal is the most outrageous proposal that has been 
made in the consideration of the tariff bill. There is no excuse 
for it. It is wholly indefensible. 

So, Mr. President, while I am convinced that it is perfectly 
useless to undertake to defeat this amendment, I desire to call 
the attention of the Senate to the fact that it is going back to 
the scheme and plan that was engaged in in the tariff building 
of the law of 1909. Here it is proposed to impose, upon fabrics 
containing 15 per cent of wool, the wool rates, whether the 
other material is cotton, hemp, rayon, or in any other textile. 

So, Mr. President, I ask for a roll call on this amendment. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 

to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah to the 
amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. On thiS 
question the yeas and nays are demanded. Is the demand 
seconded? 

Mr. BLAINE. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen Blease Copeland Frazier 
Baird Borah Couzens George 
Barkley Bratton Cutting Glass 
Bingham Brookhart Dill Gofi' 
Black Capper Fe-ss Goldsborough 
Blaine Connally Fletcher Grundy 
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Hale Keyes Overman 
Harrison La Follette Patterson 
Hastings McCulloch Phipps 
Hatfield McKellar Pine 
Hawes McMaster Pittman 

~~~gitn ~~r~1I ~g~~~~~~· Ind. 
Heflin Moses Shortridge 
Howell Norbeck Simmons 
Johnson Norris Smoot 
Jones Nye Steiwer 
Kean Oddie Stephens 

Swanson 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
Wheeler 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Utah to ·the amendment made as in Committee 
of the Whole. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, unless this amendment pre
vails wool may come in duty free in cloth, instead of paying a 
duty, as wh~n it is in the bale. 

Mr. GEORGE. 1\Ir. President, I realize that it is entirely 
useless to quarrel about high rates in this bill, since the junior 
Senator from Pennsylvania formed his organization. All of 
the trouble did not occur when we reached sugar, or oil, or 
cement, or wood, or shingles. It occurred when we reached the 
wool schedule. That is where it had its inception. This wool 
schedule has been the backbone of unconscionable protective 
rates for 40 years or more. It still is. 

I do not want to argue this matter again, but I want to say 
this : That if the Senate is now to vote tQ make dutiable at 
the high rates given the woolen fabrics any article which 
contains, by weight, 15 per cent or more of wool, it will take an 
additional step which heretofore no one has been inclined to 
ask. . _ 

Under the present leadership, however, which has taken com
plete charge of th~ Republican Party, the Senate a few days 
ago voted for this increased rate. 

Not only is the rate increased but the whole principle upon 
which tariffs have been made is repudiated, thrown in the dis
card, perchance because of the desire of the coalition between 
the worsted manufacturers and the wool growers, under the 
generalship of the junior Senator from Pennsylvania, who, in 
vacation, at odd times, is the collector of the revenue for the 
Republican Party. 

It has been the traditional policy of the protectionists them
selves to fix a duty, whatever the duty might be, upon any 
fabric · according to the material constituting the chief value of 
the fabric. In other words, if the chief value of the cloth was 
of cotton, then that particular cloth was dutiable as cotton. 
If the cloth was composed wholly or in chief value of wool, the 
article was dutiable as wool. But now, if the cloth contains 
15 per cent or more of wool by weight, although 85 per cent of 
it may be cotton, or may be some other mat~rial, the cloth is 
made dutiable as wool. 

When the Senate Finance Committee submitted this bill to the 
Senate it contained a provision that hose containing any part 
of ray~n-, though made of cotton or of silk, should be dutiable as 
rayon, und-er a particular provision in the rayon schedule. 
The Senate, after full deliberation, voted that provision out be
cause it was contrary to the principle upon which tariffs had 
been made, voted it down in the cotton, wool, and other textile 
schedules. Now it is proposed to make any fabric, any cloth, 
containing as much as 15 per cent by weight of wool, dutiable 
at the high rate. 

Mr. President, I do not think it worth while to argue the case. 
I do not think the country thinks it is worth while to argue the 
ca e because I am satisfied that the country knows that this 
wooien schedule is not based upon reason. It is not based upon 
facts. 

I have not protested, since the Senate fixed an increased duty 
upon virgin wool, or even upon wool waste, against a just com
pensatory to take care of the increases, but there can be no pos
sible excuse for the amendment now before the Senate, except 
the disposition of the woolen and worsted .manufacturers, mainly 
the worsted manufacturers, because the woolen manufacturers 
are the victims of the conspiracy between woolgrower and 
worsted manufacturer. In the long run they will find this 
statement to be true. 

There is no excuse for this provision in the bill, contrary, as 
it is, to the traditional policy of levying tariffs. 

Mr. NORRIS. 1\Ir. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Georgia yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
1\fr. GEORGE. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. I would like to submit an inquiry to the Sen

ator. I was called out of the Chamber temporarily. Upon 
what page of the bill is the amendment which we are discussing 
to be found? 

1\Ir. GEORGE. It is a new amendment offered by the junior 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. THOMAS] a few days ago. It is not 
in the printed text. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is not the pending amendment. 
Mr. GEORGE. I understood that it was. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 

to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah to the 
amendment made as in Committee of the Whole, and that 
amendment is not in the printed text of the bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. There is no opposition to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Utah to the amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. I understood that to be the case. 
l\fr. GEORGE. I therefore thought the question was on the 

amendment made as in Committee of the Whole as amended. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That is not the question 

yet. The question is on the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Utah to the amendment made as in Committee 
of the Whole. 

1\Ir. GEORGE. There was no objection, and I thought it was 
stated that the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there is no objection, 
the amendment submitted by the Senator from Utah to the 
amendment made as in Committee of the Whole will be re
garded as agreed to, and the question now recurs upon the 
amendment made as in Committee of the Whole as amended 
by the amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah. Upon 
that question the yeas and nays have been demanded. 

Mr. NORRIS. Let us have the amendment reported. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be re

ported for the information of the Senate. 
The CHIEF CLERK: On page 180, strike out pa,ragraph 1122 

as inserted by the amendment of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
THOMAs] and in lieu thereof insert: 

PAR. 1122. For the purposes of this act all fabrics in the piece or 
otherwise (except pri.nting-macbin.e cylinder lappi.ng i.n chief value of 
flax) containing 15 per cent or more in weight of wool, whether or 
not in chief value thereof, and whether or not more specifically provided 
for, shall be dutiable under the appropriate provision of this schedule 
as if wholly or in chief value of wool. 

1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, may I have 
the attention of the Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT] and the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]. Let me see if I under
stand how this amendment works out in practice. The general 
principle to which everybody agrees is that when goods are 
shipped into this country that have more than one kind of ma
terial in them, the customs officials determine which of the two 
or three kinds of material used in the finished goods is of the 
highest value and levy the duty on that material. If it is a 
mixture of cotton and woolen yarn, they find that the cotton is 
of the highest va,lue and therefore apply the duties levied upon 
cotton finished goods. 

1\fr. Sl\fOOT. Yes; but that does not apply to weight. 
l\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. If they find that wool is of 

the chief value, the customs officials apply the duties in the wool 
schedule. 

Mr. Sl\fOOT. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH · of Massachusetts. Now it so happens, as I 

understand it, because virgin wool ~d wool rags are dutiable 
in this country, that knit cloth or cloth made of both cotton 
and wool, woven fabric, can come into the country where meas
ured upon terms of foreign valuation. There may be 40 per cent 
of wool and 60 per cent of cotton and because of the foreign 
valuation the customs officials would have to say that cotton 
is the chief value and apply the cotton rate. Am I correct as 
to that? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is substantially correct. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It often happens because of a 

high protective duty upon virgin wool that upon the basis of 
American valuation the wool might be 75 per cent of the cloth 
and the cotton only 25 per cent. 

Mr. SMOOT. In value, of course; but the wool in that case· 
must be on the foreign value and not on the American value. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am using an illustration. 
If the law provided that the chief value should be based upon 
American valuation, it might reverse entirely the situation 
under the present law. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is true. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The woolen manufacturers 

complain that because they have to pay 34 cents a pound for 
virgin wool and 18 cents a pound for woolen rags, they are at a 
disadvantage with the European manufacturers when cotton 
and wool yarns are blended into cloth. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is no doubt about it. If it applied to the 
American value of wool, then nobody could support it, but it 
applies to the foreign value of wool. 
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· Mr. W ALSR f1f Massachusetts. But my objection is to the 
unscientific claim made that if we Jind ~5 per cent of wool in 
the cloth, then the principle of chief value will be abandoned 
and we will put that cloth, mixed cotton and wool, in the wool 
schedule. My objection is to the arbitrary figure of 15 per cent. 
·I would in conscience be obliged to vote for an amendment 
which placed the determination of chief value upon the basis 
of the .American valuation, because I can see the disadvantage 
to which the AmeTican woolen manufacturer would be placed. 
.But the Senator who proposed the amendment has seen fit to 
choose an arbitrary Jigure, 15 per cent, which in some instances 
may make the wool, when only 15 per cent, the chief value, and 
in other instances make it a very insignificant amount of the 
chief value of the ga:rment. 

I can not go to the extrem-e to which this amendment goes, 
although I recognize the grievance the woolen manufacturer 
has that because he has to pay these duties on the theo.ry 
that in his goods the chief value of wool is 75 per cent, when 
it may be only 30 per cent of the content is wool, and upon 
the foreign basis the chief value would be cotton. I see that 
hardship, and I would like to remedy it. If an amendment 
was proposed saying the chief value shall be on the American 
valuation, I would have to vote for tt in conscience; but I 
can not open the door to the incorporation of a principle here 
that chief value of cotton and wool will mean 15 per cent- of 
wool, and chief vah:re of silk and wool will mean 15 per cent or 
20 per cent of wool, an-d the chief value of rayon and cotton, if 
it is 15 per cent of cotton, wHl mean eotton is of chief value. 
I do not like the arbitrary and unscientific way in which the 
amendment seeks to pltrce 15 per cent as the determining point 
betvveen chief value and nonchief value. 

Mr. SMOOT. Everybody recognizes the fact that unless there 
is some provision for that class of goods the industry would be 
simply destroyed. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts.. I agree. 
Mr. SMOOT. They could not live. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It is true th-at . everybody 

who voted for these increased wool duties and increased duties 
upon woolen rags must support this amendment. FortuBately, 
I did not so vote, or else I would feel in eonscienee bound to 
go along. 

Mr. SMOOT. I agree with the Senator. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. But they must go ahead 

with it, or else they are discriminating against their own Amer
ican wool when it is in the mixed imported garment. 

Mr. SMOOT. Unless the amendment is made they might 
just as well have no increased duty on wool. This is only to 
carry out the action of the· Senate on the rate on weol, and I 
do not see any other way in the world to meet the situation. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Could not the Senator say 
"the chief value being determined upon the basis of the Ameri
can valuation "? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not see how we could do it. Tfiat would 
throw another question in here that would be harder to settle 
than the question of fore~gn valuation. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I appreciate that that is 
probably true. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
' The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mas
sachusetts yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly. 
Mr. NORRIS. I do not understand yet the logic of the Sen

ator's position. The amendment provides that where 15 per 
cent of the fabric is wool the duty shall be assessed as though 
it were all wool. 

Mr _ WALSH of Massachusetts. I am objecting to that. 
Mr. NORRIS. That is the only thing involved here, is it 

not? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. Why is it said that we must depart from the 

ordinary procedure of providing where the chief value is of a 
certain kind it shall be assessed as though all were of that kind 
of fabric? 
, Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The amendment seeks to 
make 15 per cent of wool the chief value where the article 
contains wool and cotton. The difficulty is that because of our 
high duties upon wool and our manufacturers having to pay 
so much more for wool that ,a smaller percentage of wool 
when mixed with cotton makes wool the chief value. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that; but it seems to me the 
Senator is not trying to remedy the situation when he seeks 
to make that valuation. That is simply saying that where 
we have 15 per cent of wool the tariff shall be assessed the 
same as though it was all wool. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I §)1l objecting to that 
because of the fact that it violates the fundamental principle 
of chief value. 

Mr. NORRIS. The object is to raise the tariff. I do not 
suppose there is any other object. It is simply to raise the 
tariff. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I can not go as far as that. 
Mr. NORRIS. What does it mean, then? -
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think it is an honest 

conscientious attempt u:pon the part of the woolen manufac: 
turers to get the benefit of American vallllltion of their wool 
in' determining what is the chief value. 

Mr. NORRIS. We ha,ve not provided for the American 
valuation. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I know it. 
Mr. NORRIS. What is the difference, if we are going to 

make 15 per cent represent 100 per cent, whether it is Ameri
can valuation or foreign valuation? 

Mr. SMOOT. It makes a lot of difference. 
Mr. NORRIS. The principle is the same. We are making 

15 per cent of a commodity affect the tax on the entire 100 
per cent of the commodity. That is not right. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the Senator agree that 
there is a difference in determining the chi-ef value of wool 
and cotton when mixed into a fabric under the foreign valua
tion and under the American valuation? · 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, yes ; of course there would be a differ· 
ence, but in either case 15 per cent, a small minority is mnde 
the basis of chief value. ' 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am objecting to that. I 
say it is too arbitrary. I make the same objection the Sena.J 
tor doe~, and that is why I can not vote ior it. But I do 
recognize that there is a grievance here and that grievance I 
would like to find a remedy for Jf I can. 

Mr. NORRIS. Perha:ps I do not understand it, and if I 
do not I want to understand it. Is not the object of this amend
ment -simply to increase the tariff on all the fabric to which 
it applies? Will not that be the effect of it? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That wlll be the effect; but 
the purpose is; and I concede it to be such although I voted 
against it, to put the .American woolen manufac.tmer on a more 
equitable basis with the foreign woolen manufacturer. That 
is the purpose of it and I have to concede that. If they could 
show me an exact percentage, 20 or 25 or 30 per eent, that 
would indieate the difference between what is chief value and 
what is not chief value, I would vote for it; but I can not if 
somebody takes the arbitrary figure of 15 per cent and says 
that is the chief value and that is going to be substituted for 
the principle of chief value and that is what is going to deter
mine what the difference will be between the woolen rates and 
the cotton rates. There is my difficulty. 

There is my di:fficulty; but I would say-and I want to be 
on record as saying-that if an amendment were proposed 
providing that the chief value shall be deteTmined upon the 
basis of the American valuation, I would, in conscience, have 
to vote for it. 

Mr. BLAIN.E. Mr~ President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore~ Does the Senator from 

Massachusetts yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield the tloor. 
Mr. BLAINE. I want to ask the Senator from Massachu

setts a question. lf this amendment shall be adopted is not 
this what will happen : Under paragral.)h 1109 woven fabrics 
of a certain weight are made d:atia·ble at 50 cents per pound; 
that is a compensatory rate. Thus, in the case of a fabric 85 
per cent cotton and 15 per cent wool, we are granting a com~ 
pensatory ra.te of 50 cents a pound on cotton; and the manu
facturers are paying no tariff on· cotton. 

Mr. SMOOT. But the wool dnty is not on the basis of the 
American price but on the basis of the foreign price. 

Mr. BLAINE. I understand that. 
Mr. SMOOT. If we took the American -price, then, at 34 

eents a pound and 40 per cent ad valorem, the aggregate rate 
would be between 80 .and 90 per eent; and I do not propose to 
stand for that 

Mr. NORRIS. There is nobody advocating such a proposition 
as the Senator from Utah advances. 

Mr. BLAINE. I should like to have the Senator from Massa
chusetts answer if I have stated the proposition correctly. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think the Senator has. 
Mr. BLAINE. That is, by this amendment we are imposing 

50 cents a pound on cotton as a compensatory duty on wool 
that is not in the fabric at all? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. As I understand, the Sena
tor has stated the objection correctly. 
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Mr. BLAINE. Only 15 per cent is wool, but it is propos~d 

to grant 50 cents a pound compensatory duty on the remaining 
85 per cent of the fabric. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Wisconsin a question? 

1\fr. BLAINE. Certainly. 
Mr. NORRIS. Then the effect is, is it not, simply to increase 

the tariff on the particular fabric mentioned? 
1\fr. BLAINE. Exactly. 
Mr. NORRIS. In other words, it amounts to taxing some

thing that is only 15 per dmt wool at the same rate it would 
be taxed as if it were 100 per cent wool? 

Mr. BLAINE. Yes; and it gives the wool industry the oppor
tunity to tax at the rate of 50 cents a pound, the compensatory 
rate on wool, the cotton that is in the fabric. 

Mr. NORRIS. To tax the cotton. 
l\1r. BLAINE. To tax the cotton. 
Mr. NORRIS. Exactly. 
Mr. BLAINE. Which is 85 per cent of the fabric. 
Mr. NORRIS. How can anybody defend that? 
1\Ir. SMOOT. Mr. President, let me call the attention of the 

Senator to another matter. If the fabric is only 15 per cent 
of wool, and the tariff rate applies on the 15 per cent based 
on American valuation, as it would if the wool were imported, 
the American manufacturer has to pay out the 34 cents duty 
immediately in a duty on the wool; but in this case if the wool 
comes in here and is only carrying the rate that is carried on 
the piece goods, it is not assessed on the American or any other 
valuation. Therefore the only way we can meet the situation, 
the only way we can protect that class of goods is, I think, 
under the amendment that is suggested. I can not see any 
other way. 

Mr. GEORGE. 1\fr. President, I should like to suggest that 
we could restore the provision, which also has been stricken out 
of this bill at the demand of the woolen interests, making the 
wool content and not the article dutiable. There would be no 
objection to that. . 

Mr. BLAINE. No; I would have no objection to that. 
Mr. NORRIS. That would be fair. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator amplify 

that? 
Mr. GEORGE. Heretofore the provision was incorporated in 

paragraph 1108. The provision as now framed is just an effort 
to raise duties. I gave as an illustration previously the case of 
an ordinary cotton blanket containing 30 per cent wool and 70 
per cent cotton. The ad valorem duty on such a blanket would 
be about 93 per cent, and in some instances it would actually 
run above 100 per cent. 

l\Ir. BLAINE. I am informed in some cases it will run 135 
per cent. 

l\Ir. GEORGE. I have no doubt it will run 135 per cent ad 
valorem in some cases. It is a simple proposition. If 10 pounds 
of cloth contains only 1.5 pounds of wool, or 15 per cent, by 
weight, then the compensatory duty as fixed in the wool schedule 
is applied not only to the 1.5 pounds of wool in the goods but to 
the remaining 8.5 pounds of cotton, let us say, though cotton is 
on the free list. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I notice from the letter which 
l\Ir. Adams wrote with reference to tariff legislation in 1909 
that he classified tariff grabbers in two classes, first, thieves, 
and, second, hogs. That is the language Mr. Adams used; he 
made that classification. It seems to me the woolen manufac
turers fall in the first classification in their attempt to tax 
cotton as wool. They are scarcely willing to let anybody else 
get their snout in the swill. That is the language that Mr. 
Adams used; and, rem·ember, Mr. Adams comes from the State 
of Massachusetts, where the Lowells and the Cabots reside. I 
am using l\Ir. Adams's language; it is not mine. 

But the worsted interests want to give the wool producers 7lh 
cents a pound on the 15 per cent wool content. The compen
satory rate is 50 cents a pound on wool and the wool content is 
only 15 per cent. The wool producer is going to receive a frac
tion of 7lh cents a pound and the wool manufacturer is going 
to run away with the loot of 42lh cents a pound. According to 
1\Ir. Adams, that is just ordinary, common thievery. It is not 
a matter of hogs who want to get their snout in the swill, as 
1\lr. Adams suggests; they want to have practically all the 
swill, and become ordinary thieves, according to the classifica
tion made by Mr. Adams. 

Mr. WALSH of l\1assacbusetts. Does the Senator refer to 
1\lr. ·Hobbs or to Mr. Adams? 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. Adam·s wrote this letter. The junior 
Senator from 'l'exas [Mr. CoNNALLY] submitted it, and by unani
mous consent it will be printed in to-day's RECORD. I am going 
to read the classification. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, what Adams is that? 

1\fr. BLAINE. It is Charles Francis Adams, who is now in 
the President's Cabinet, I am informed. 

1\Ir. "r ALSH of Montana. I think it is his father. 
1\fr. BLAINE. Probably so; but that is wholly immateriaL 

I do not know the identity of Mr. Adams. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me 

let us get the identity correct. Mr. Thurston, the correspondent 
who wrote the article, says that Mr. Adams is the gentleman 
who is now Secretary of the Navy. 

l\Ir. BLAINE. I will read what l\Ir. Thurston says. I am 
not acquainted with l\Ir. Adams, so I can not be a witness for 
the purpose of identification; but here is what Mr. Thurston 
writes in the New York World of Thursday, March 13, 1930: 

It seems incredible that Charles Francis Adams, now Secretary of the 
Navy, really wrote this amazing letter classifying people who profit by 
high tariffs as "hogs" or " thieves." 

Mr. Thurston bas identified him as the present Secretary of 
the Navy. Now, I want to read the language that Mr. Adams 
used: 

Speaking after the fashion of men-

I am quoting now from l\Ir. Adams
they are either thieves or hogs-

Speaking of the tariff; and then he goes on to characterize 
himself. He says : 

I myself belong to the former class. I am a tariff thief, and I have 
a license to steal. It bears the broad seal of the United States. I 
stole under it yesterday. I am · stealing under it to-day. I propose 
to steal under it to-morrow. 

He is perfectly frank. 
The Government has forced me into this position, and I both do, 

and shall, take full advantage of it. I am therefore a tariff thief, with 
a license to steal. 

Then he asks the question: 
And what are you going to do about it? 

This is exactly the same kind of a proposal. Here is a license 
for the woolen manufacturer to steal 421)2 cents a pound as a 
tariff on cotton, when the wool content is only 15 per cent. I 
obser>e that the distinguished junior Senator from Pennsyl
vania [l\fr. GRUNDY] seems very much amused 11bout this, and 
I am wondering if he is doubting the truth as set forth by Mr. 
Adams. The Senator from Pennsylvania remains silent, so I 
assume that he accepts Mr. Adams's classification of tari:fl' 
grabbers. 

Mr. WALSH .of Massachusetts and Mr. GRUNDY addressed 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (l\lr. FEss in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield; and if so, to whom? 

1\fr. BLAINE. I :yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Assuming to be correct what 

the Senator said-and I am inclined to agree with him-about 
the woolen manufacturers, in case this amendment becomes 
operative, getting the benefit of a compensatory duty to which 
he is not entitled, what troubles me is this aspect of the case: 
A manufacturer used in the finished product, say, 60 per cent 
of cotton and 40 per cent of wool. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is the other way around. 
1\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. No; I am using an illustra

tion under which the chief value is cotton. Therefore it falls 
under the cotton rate. That woolen manufacturer gets noth
ing in the way of a compensatory duty or a protective duty for 
his 40 per cent of wool. Am I correct, I ask the Senator from 
Pennsylvania, who I know is an authority on this subject? 

1\Ir. SMOOT. If the chief value is of cotton--
1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator from Pennsyl

vania nods his head. 
1\Ir. GRUNDY. I did not catch the point, I am sorry to say. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Leaving out the question of 

chief value entirely, if the fabric is composed of 60 per cent 
cotton and 40 per cent wool, it falls under the cotton schedule. 

1\Ie. GRUNDY. It falls under the cotton schedule; that is 
right. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Because the customs officials 
contend that cotton is the article of chief value. The woolen 
manufacturer producing that kind of cloth in competition gets 
no compensatory duty for any of his wool and be gets no pro
tective duty for any of his wool; he has a protective duty only 
under the cotton schedule. 

So the other side of this question is troubling me. There is 
an injustice. I agree in part with what the Senator says in his 
criticism of this amendment; but considering the other side of 
the question, the amendment may result in serious injury and 
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disadvantage to the woolen manufacturer. I should like to 
see that condition remedied. I do not believe, I will say to the 
Senator, that this is the way to remedy it. It is a bad practice 
to build a tariff bill by designating a given per cent as indica
tive of the value when really the commodity so designated is 
not the commodity of chief value. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President--
Mr. BLAINE. I will yield in just a moment to the Senator 

from Nebraska. . 
I suggest to the Senator from Massachusetts that we take the 

reverse of his proposition so that the chief content of the fabric 
is wool, and only 60 per cent of it is wool. The other 40 per 
cent is cotton. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I share, in part, the criti
cism of the Senator. 

Mr. BLAINE. In that case, the woolen manufacturer gets 
a protective duty in the nature of a compensatory duty that 
the manufacturer does not pay the wool producer, because he 
is using only 60 per cent of wool. Reduce it ·down to 51 per 
cent of wool, chief value of wool, and out of the 50 per cent a 
pound on wool as a compensatory duty he is getting a clean 
grab--Mr. Adams calls it a steal--Df over Z4 cents a pound as a 
protective duty out of a compensatory duty of 50 cents a pound, 
because he does not pay any duty on the cotton that is in the 
fabric containing 49 per cent of cotton and 51 per cent of wool. 

I now yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I am impressed with what the 

Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH] has just said. I do 
not think anybody wants to do an injustice to a manufacturer. 
I know I do not. It seems to me we could reach the matter 
easily if we levied a tariff upon the wool that is in the fabric. 

If it is 40 per cent, it is easily determined what the tariff 
should be; but in order to save Mr. A, who is getting an 
injustice now, why should we jump on B and rob him in order 
that A may not be robbed? We are only jumping out of the 
frying pan into the fire, it seems to me ; and we are putting the 
burden where, if it must be borne by somebody, it can not be 
borne, because we say 15 per cent of the fabric shall fix the duty 
on 100 per cent of the fabric. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is my difficulty-the 
arbitrary fixing of the percentage. 

l\1r. NORRIS. If it were 51 per cent, or the chief value, 
it would not be nearly so bad; but I do not see any excuse for 
this. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I desire now to analyze this 
proposition upon the basis of Mr. Adams's letter. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I hope the Senator does not 
think I am defending it. 

Mr. BLAINE. The Senator is not defending it. Let me con· 
tinue with what Mr. Adams said: 

The other class-

He described the thieves. He says : 
The other class comes under the hog category-that is, they rush 

squealing and struggling to the great Washington protection trough and, 
with all four feet in it, they proceed to gobble the swill. 

All that the junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRUNDY] 
is willing to give the farmers is a portion of 7lh cents a pound 
on the .wool, and he desires to take 42lh cents a pound on the 
cotton that is contained in the fabric containing 15 per cent of 
wool. That is not a fair division of the swill. That is unfair 
and unjust, and, I think-characterizing it very frankly-rather 
reprehensible. In fact, the farmer does not get the 7% cents ; 
be gets less than one-third of 7lh cents. 

Well acquainted with those of this class

That is, the class who get 42% cents. 
I am reading from Mr. Adams-
You know their attitude and their utterances. It is useless for me 

to dilate upon either. 

And then, clearing himself from this category, he says : 
To this class I do not belong. I am simply a tariff thief, but, as I 

have said, with a license to steal. 

There was perfect justification for Mr. Adams to have written 
that letter ; and he made a prediction. I am going to read some 
more from this letter and then try to draw, just briefly, a par
allel between those times and the tariff bill of that day and 
these times and the tariff bill of this day. 

Proceeding further, he declares : 
Meanwhile, what inducement have I to go to Washington on a public 

mission of this sort? A mere citizen, I represent no one. If I went 
I would receive from the committee scarcely a respectful hearing-if 
any hearing at all. My position in these respects is exactly the posi
tion of myriads of others. And they say we do not exist. 

Continuing to quote from Mr. Adams's letter: 
Meanwhile, I do know this : On every occasion when, of late, I have 

had occasion to address an audience, any reference to " protection run 
mad " or to the tarur as the " mother of trusts," it has invariably 
elicited a more spontaneous response than any other utterance I could 
make. This feeling is abroad, becoming stronger, and will certainly, 
soon or late, be in evidence at the polls. 

And in 1912 the people of this country cast their ballots and 
rendered the verdict that Mr. Adams prophesied. 

1\fr. BORAH. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis

consin yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. BLAINE. I do. 
Mr. BORAH. It ought to be said; ,in the interest of reality, 

however, that if there should be a revolution in 1932 Adams 
would be on the other side now. If the Senator should compare 
the speech which he made last spring, when this fight started 
with this speech, he would not beUeve that the two speeche~ 
were made by the same man. 

Mr . .BLAINE. I am thoroughly convinced about that; but Mr. 
Adams has had some 22 years in which to change his mind. 
Here in the Senate, however, it seems that minds are changed 
overnight on some of these J!ropositions. 

Mr. SMOOT. 1\fr. President, will the Senator yield for a , 
moment? 

Mr. BLAINE. I yield. 
Mr. SMOOT. The Senator knows very well that in 1912 

there were three tickets in the field_ The Democrats did not 
get as many votes as they did in 1908. Mr. Roosevelt, Mr~ 
Taft, and Mr. Wilson were all in the field. 

Mr. BLAINE. Yes. 
1\fr. SMOOT. Mr. Taft carried only two States; but the 

Republican vote, divided between two Republicans, let in Mr. 
Wilson as President. · 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr .. President, that has not anything to do 
with these two categories that Mr. Adams described. Mr~ 
Adams was right then. I have not any doubt but that his 
change of mind has brought him to an entirely different posi· 
tion, but a position which he condemned in those days. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis

consin yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. BLAINE. I do. 
Mr. BARKLEY. In the interest of fairness, I should like to 

inquire whether it is certain that this is the same Mr. Adams 
who is now Secretary of the Navy. My reason for inquiring is 
that privately it is stated that that statement was made by the 
elder Charles Francis Adams and not by the present Secretary 
of the Navy. I do not know myself, but I am wondering 
whether there is any mistake about that. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, as I indicated early in my 
remarks, Mr. Thurston, the writer of the article printed in the 
World, says this : 

It seems incredible that Charles Francis Adams, now Secretary of 
the Navy, really wrote this amazing letter classifying people who profit 
by high tarifi's as "hogs" or "thieves." 

I do not know whether it is the same person or not ; but it is 
not important whether he is or is not the same person. I am 
concerned only with the statements in the letter. 

1\!r. BARKLEY. I agree to that. 
Mr. BLAINE. I am not reading this letter in condemnation 

of Mr. Adams's alleged present position. I am reading the 
letter simply to draw a parallel between the tariff bill of those 
days and the tariff bill of this day. When I opened my remarks 
I used language to the effect that Mr. Adams had classified tariff 
grabbers into two classes-thieves and hogs-and I explained 
that that was not my language, but it was the language of Mr. 
Adams, and proceeded to offer the letter of Mr. Adams in evi
dence of that fact. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If what the Senator has read was a proper 
description of these classes as applied to the very mild tariff 
bills of 20 years ago, what sort of language would Mr. Adams 
be able to use or find now in English lexicogt·aphy that would 
describe the same type of man as applied to the bill that came 
to us from the Honse of Representatives, and which seems in a 
fair way to go back there even worse? 

Mr. BLAINE. I should hesitate to get into that field of 
speculation. I do think that Mr. Adams described the tariff 
grabbers of those days exactly as the truth was. I think the 
same application can be made to-day on the amendment now 
\lnder discussion. 

1\fr. SMOOT. And perhaps it would apply to both sides of the 
Chamber. 
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Mr. BLAINE. I am not criticizing either side of the Cham

ber. I am not criticizing any l\Iember of this body. I am 
criticizing this f:lmendment, and asserting that those engaged 
in the woolen iildustry are attempting, by this effort in this 
tariff grab, to become ordinary thieves, as classified by Mr. 
Adams, and to take 42% cents a pound as a protective duty 
arising from a compensatory duty of 50 cents a pound on wool, 
when, as a matter of fact, they are entitled to only 7% cents 
a pound where the wool content is 15 per cent, as provided by 
the amendment now before the Senate. 

So, 1\!r. President, I am discussing this amendment from the 
viewpoint asserted by 1\Ir. Adams then, which viewpoint I believe 
is correct. His discussion is absolutely within the realm of 
facts. His prophecy has come true. So, 1\Ir. President, I trust 
that in 1930 we will not make the same mistake that was made 
in 1909, and permit the thieves-as Mr. Adams characterized 
them-to get away with this loot, as proposed by this amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I want to say also that it is offering a small 
morsel of consolation to the woolgrowers to tell them that they 
may have a fi·action of 7¥2 cents out of the 50-cents-a-pound 
compensatory duty when the woolen industry proposes to get 
not only its snout into the trough but all of its feet into the 
trough, and grab off the swill, as so well described by 1\Ir. 
Adams. 

I hope the amendment will be rejected ; and I ask for the 
yeas and nays, if they have not already been ordered. 

Mr. SMOOT. I understand, of course, that the Senator has 
no objection to the pending amendment. 

Mr. BLAINE. I assumed that that had been adopted. 
1\fr. SMOOT. I do not think so. 
Mr. NORRIS. We have agreed to it. 
Mr. SMOOT. I do not think it has been agreed to. 
Mr. BLAINE. I understood the Chair to hold, there being 

no objection, that the amendment had been agreed to. 
Mr. SMOOT. I ask the Chair if the amendment has been 

adopted. 
1\fr. NORRIS. We had a different occ,upant of the chair 

then. We are changing now. 
Tl1e PRESIDENT pro tempore. The present occupant of the 

chair was in the chair at the time the action of the Senate was 
taken. The action taken by the Senate was an agreement to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah. The 
pending question is on concurring in the amendment made in 
Committee of the Whole, as amended. On that question the 
yeas and nays have been demanded. 

Mr. GRUNDY. l\1r. President, after this characterization 
of the woolen manufacturers of the country I think it is only 
fair that something should be said. 

The proposition which has been discussed at such great length 
by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. BLAINE] is not a problem 
that has been created at all by the wool manufacturers. It is 
a problem that is created because and on account of a duty on 
raw wool. 

If wool were on the free list, like cotton and silk and rayon 
and these other textile fibers, there would be no occasion for · 
any consideration of this kind. 

The moment a duty is put on wool, then that must be taken 
care of completely down the line, from yarn to cloth, and into 
the finished garment. That is the reason why this proposition 
is necessary in this bill. All of the protective tariff bills since 
the Civil War, so far as we have had provisions affecting wool 
in them, have specified goods made "wholly or in part of 
wool." 

1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GRUNDY. I yield. 
:Mr. WALSH of Montana. If I understand this amendment 

aright, I do not quite follow the Senator from Pennsylvania 
when he seeks to pass off to the producer of the wool whatever 
odium may attach to this and exonerate the manufacturer. 

There is, indeed, a duty on wool, and a compensatory duty 
occasioned by that, but this also· provides that a protective duty 
shall be computed upon exactly the same basis. The- manufac
turer of this particular article, only 15 per cent of which is 
wool, gets a wool compensatory return, and he gets a wool pro
tective return. How can the Senator assign to the duty on 
wool the responsibility for this situation any more than to the 
manufacturer? 

Mr. GRUNDY. May I lead up to that, if the Senator will 
permit? From the Civil War period · on down to the present 
law, the language in the wool schedule was "wholly or in part 
of wool," and if that language bad been in the present law, this 
situation never would have arisen. But instead of that, the 
provision was changed so as to base the duty on the content of 
" the chief value " in the article, whether it be wool or cqtton. 

What has developed is this: Certain goods have been made, 
not by the worsted process abroad but by the carded-wool 
process abroad, and they have been made, according to the 
declarations in the customhouse, out of 51 per cent of long
staple cotton and 49 per cent of wool-reworked wool-which is 
claimed to be of less value than cotton. Those goods have 
progressively been coming in under the cotton schedule-not 
under the wool schedule but under the cotton schedule-with a 
declared content of 49 per cent wool and 51 per cent long-staple 
cotton, and the chief value has been declared to be of cotton 
and under the cotton schedule. And they have been taxed 
under the cotton schedule. 

The result is that they have been paying simply a duty of 
40 per cent ad valorem, and yet the 49 per cent of wool, if 
brought in as wool, would have paid at the wool rate of 31 
cents a pound, or the compensatory of 44 cents a pound, or 
40 per cent on the cotton and 45 on the wool. 

Owing to that decision of the- Customs Court and of the 
appraisers permitting those goods to come in as cotton goods 
and not as woolen goods, because the claim was made that they 
were of chief value of cotton, the result has been that for the 
last three years, beginning, I think, with 1926, perhaps for four 
years, they have been bringing in from next to nothing up to 
nearly 350,000 yards a month of this cotton-mixed goods under 
the declaration of cotton. They have displaced, according to the 
declared invoice from abroad, somewhere around 200,000 pounds 
of clean wool a month, which bas been coming in without any 
duty on it at all in these goods, or probably equal to about 
5,000,000 pounds of wool a year. That has been coming in free _ 
of duty, with simply a 15 per cent ad valorem duty and no 
compensatory duty on the cotton. 

Those importations are increasing by leaps and bounds in 
quantity. As I said, they grew from practically nothing to 
somewhere around 350,000 yards a month during 1929. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GRUNDY. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. In order to get the facts right, so that there 

may be no mistake, 1. w~nt to ask a question. The Senator 
has said two or three times that the goods he describes come in 
free of duty. He does not mean that? 

Mr. GRUNDY. Free of duty under the woolen schedule, and 
with no compensatory duty. 

Mr. NORRIS. They pay a duty under the cotton schedule? 
Mr. GRUNDY. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. Which, as I understand, is 40 per cent. 
Mr. GRUNDY. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. So that they are not coming in duty free; they 

are paying a lower duty than if they came under the wool 
schedule. 

Mr. GRUNDY. They come in without any compensatory 
duty. As I have said, if we had had the language which had 
been in the law from the time of the Civil War down as 
affecting wool-if the language had been "wholly or in part of 
wool "-we would never have had this trouble; but when the 
language was changed to "in chief value," and the authorities, 
either the appraisers or the Customs Court, have declared the 
chief value of cotton, as declared by the importer, the goods 
have come in under the cotton schedule, with the result that 
these goods displace somewhere around 5,000,000 pounds of 
such wool as would be grown in the intermountain country, 
while paying no wool duty at all. So this is a compensating 
proposition, just as it is when you provide for wool goods 44 
cents a pound as against the 31 cents that is on the raw wool 
in the present act. This matter has been one that has been 
given a great deal of thought by the wool manufacturers. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GRUNDY. Certainly. 
Mr. BLAINE. To take care of the situation which the Sena

tor describes, is not all that is necessary, the amendment of this 
new section by providing that the wool content shall bear its 
tariff rate, the cotton content its tariff rate, the rayon content 
its tariff rate, and the silk content its tariff rate? The manu
facturer then would be fully protected on the smaller amount of 
wool, it would give the woolgrower any possible ' benefit that 
could come to him, and would not permit the woolen industry to 
"hog it all," to use the language of Mr. Adams. Why does the 
Senator want to take 42% cents a pound and give the producer 
only 711.! cents a pound, when the fabric contains 15 per cent of 
wool? 

1\Ir. GRUNDY. 1\Ir. President, if the Senator from Wisconsin 
would be good enough to look over the statement of the Ameri
can Woolen Co., which has just been published, I think be would 
be very well satisfied that there is no woolen manufacturer who 
is "hogging" anything just- now. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield again? 
Mr. GRUNDY. Certainly. 
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~ Mr. BLAINE.- That does 'not answer the question I have · 
propounded. My question was, Why should this section not 
provide that the wool content should bear the wool rate and 
the other content bear the rate provided in the other textile 
schedule? That would be perfectly fair to the woolen industry, 
it would give the producer all that he can possibly expect, and 
it would not then result in the woolen industry getting the 42¥.2 
cents a pound, which they do not pay as a compensatory duty 
on cotton or any other textile other than wool. 

Mr. SMOOT. But under the cotton schedule it would be im
possible for them to get any protection whatever if we say "of 
chief value," because the chief value of those goods, the 15 per 
·cent, would fall in the cotton schedule. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, permit me to suggest to the 
Senator that it is just a mechanical operation to remedy that 
whole situation on each one of the schedules. It is merely a 
clerical matter. .Any of the experts here could do that in a few 
moments and hand the perfected amendment over to the Senator 
that would accomplish exactly what is desired. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator's suggestion would be impossible to 
put into operation and would not give any kind of protection at 
all on the wool content. 

Mr. BLAINE. Oh, no ; you could make the same provision 
under every one of these textile schedules, just exactly as you 
are attempting to do here with wool. 

Mr. SMOOT. On cotton, outside of the long-staple cotton, 
there is no duty at all. It is free of duty. So we could not 
apply that to any other schedule. 

Mr. NORRIS. We are talking about the manufactured 
article. · 

Mr. SMOOT. So am I talking about the manufactured article. 
Mr. NORRIS. The raw material has nothing to do with this 

proposition. 
Mr. SMOOT. But the manufactured article must be consid

ered whenever there is wool in it. 
Mr. NORRIS. Then levy a tariff on wool according to the 

wool schedule; if it is 50 per cent, it would be 50 per cent, and 
levy a tariff on the cotton according to the cotton schedule. 

Mr. SMOOT. In the past the situation has always been just 
as the Senator from Pennsylvania ·has described it. Now the 
whole thing is changed as to the value. Therefore, without this 
amendment, all of those goods, every bit of them, coming into 
this country would come under the cotton schedule. That is 
what is happening now. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania yield to me? 

Mr. GRUNDY. I yield. 
Mr. W .ALSH of Massachusetts. Could not the matter be 

worked out in this manner: First of all, assess the cloth as 
if it were all wool. Let us say the duty is $100. Then assess 
the cloth as if it were all cotton. Let us assume that to be $50. 
Then weigh the amount of wool, and if it is found to be 75 per 
cent, let the duty levied be 75 per cent of $100, and the 25 per 
cent of cotton to be 25 per cent of the $50, and let that be the 
duty. Why is not that a fair way? 

Mr. GRUNDY. I think from an administrative standpoint, 
from what I know of the administration of the customs, it would 
be impossible, in the first place, to tell the percentage of wool in 
the mixed goods. 

Mr. W .ALSH of Massachusetts. They have to do it now in 
order to determine the chief value. 

Mr. GRUNDY. Where it is over 15 per cent. 
• Mr. W .ALSH of Massachusetts. No ; disregarding the 15 per 
cent, leaving aside this proposed amendment, to-day they have 
to determine the chief value of the weight of wool and of cotton. 

Mr. NORRIS. They would have to determine the percentage 
under this very amendment, which provides for 15 per cent. 

Mr. GRUNDY. Only one determination. 
Mr. NORRIS. If it is cotton and wool, and you have 15 per 

cent of one, and you subtract that from 100, you have 85 per 
cent. 

Mr. GRUNDY. Of course, as a practical proposition these 
goods come in and are passed practically on the invoice dec
laration. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There would be difficulty in 
doing it accurately, but they have to do it to-day. 

Mr. GRUNDY. It would be a great invitation for fellows 
to shift around from one percentage to another. The goodS 
pass into consumption; long after, when domestic manufactur
ers realize that they are meeting this competition, the goods are 
used up and gone, and nobody can tell anything about them. 
From the practical standpoint, therefore, there is only about 
one thing to do ; if you want to keep those goods out you have 
to provide that when they contain over 15 per cent of woo they 
should go into the wool schedule as if they were woolen goods. 

The statement of the ·senator from Wisconsin .and the concern 
of the Senator from Nebraska are all theoretically sound; but 
as a practical proposition for the thousands of mills which are 
making tens of thousands or hundreds of thousands of different 
designs of these goodS-which are all competitively sold-it is 
impossible for anyone to take advantage of any such situation as 
bas been described here. 

There has never been, anywhere in the woolen trade, any 
combination in restraint of the most acute competition in the 
woolen-goods business. 

Every year there are two seasons in the wool business, and 
the mills making goods for the market get out thousands of pat
terns that are put on the market, and from those patterns 
selections are made and final orders are assembled, and they 
are sold in close and acute competition, which prevents, no mat
ter what the tariff might be, anybody getting away with practi· • 
cally anything more than what would be, under the best cir
cumstances, a fair business profit. 

Therefore, in handling a business of this sort you have to 
make your protection on the maximum, and let domestic com
petition take care of the rest. That is one of the great disad
vantages of the woolen business. The woolen business has been 
obliged always to carry a duty on its raw material. The raw 
material is not like silk or ramie; it is of a wide variety of 
qualities, and there is a very wide variety of prices abroad, as 
in this country, and as the dutY is levied on the foreign value 
of the goods it results in a wide range of duties. If we can 
not put this on the maximum cost of the minimum amount of 
wool in it, we are going to fail to give the protection to which 
they are entitled. -

.Again I say that this is not a worsted proposition. These 
goods are made in the carded-wool business, so the worsted man 
is not in the picture at all. In the second place, it is primarily 
a wool proposition, because were it not for the duty on · wool 
there would be no difficulty at all about this class of goods. If 
wool were on the free list like cotton, we would simply have a 
protective duty to protect the manufacturer and there would be 
no problem involved incident to the duty on the raw materiaL 

Mr. NORRIS. What the Senator has said is exceedingly 
interesting, but it seems to me he has not approached an answer 
to the question that has been submitted. The point upon which 
I would like to get information is this: The Senator from Utah 
[Mr. SMooT] said if we had a provision here that would levy 
a tariff under the wool schedule on the wool content of the 
article and under the cotton schedule on the cotton content of 
the same article, it would be impracticable because they could 
not figure out just how much cotton and how much wool there 
was. That might be difficult. Perhaps it often is difficult, per
haps always difficult. But I want to call the attention of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania and the attention of the Senator 
from Utah to the fact that the very amendment which they are 
advocating makes it necessary to do that same thing. They 
provide in the amendment for 15 per cent of the content. It 
must be determined whether there is 15 per cent of wool in the 
fabric. If that can be determined under this amendment when 
in force, it could be done under the other suggested amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. Where there is cotton and wool, it can be 
determined ; but suppose in the same piece of cloth they have 
cotton, rayon, and wool? ~ 

Mr. NORRIS. .All right, let me take that situation and sup
pose it is true. Suppose this amendment prevails. We still 
must determine whether it is 15 per cent of wool and we have 
the same question before us whether we have this amendment 
or a fair amendment, it seems to me. I can not see any differ
ence. It may be a difficult thing to determine. I am not dis
cussing that, but the Senator is not trying to escape that diffi
culty through this amendment. He has gotten into it just as 
deeply as though he had agreed to the suggested amendment that 
everybody concedes would be fair, and the Senator himself say~ 
that in theory it is all right, but it is impracticable. 

If we have half a dozen different materials in the same fabric 
and the amendment now pending becomes the law, it is neces
sary to determine whether it has 15 per cent more or less of 
wool in the fabric. The Senator is not escaping the difficulty. 
The same thing happens under this amendment that would 
happen under the suggested amendment. 

Mr. GRUNDY. How would it be possible, may I ask the 
Senator? 

Mr. NORRIS. We might have a different piece of cloth, like 
the Senator from Utah suggested, composed in part of cotton, 
in part of wool, in part of rayon, and in part of silk or linen. 
We would have to know under this amendment whether 15 per 
cent of it was wool. That could not be escaped. That would 
be just as difficult if we were finding it for that purpose as if 
we were finding it for any other purpose. 
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Mr. GRUNDY. I think from an administrative standpoint it 

would be vastly more difficult to grade from 15 to 20 to 25 to 
30 to 40 to 45 and to 50 per cent, as the case might be. 
, Mr. SMOOT. Ninety-five per cent of the goods that come in 
carry more than 15 per cent of wool. 

Mr. METCALF. Somewhere between 35 and 50. 
Mr. NORRIS. I anticipate if the amendment is agreed to 

that we will have a different condition . after it becomes the 
law tban we have now. Then the foreigners will commence 
to bring in more of goods with less and less wool in them be
cause they ran bring them in for a less tariff duty. 

1\Ir. Sl\IOOT. The 15 per cent, I think, would bar that class 
of goods-. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator ought not to try, it seems to me, 
with due respect, to bar any class of goods. I do not believe 
we ought to ask an embargo here. That is not the rule for any 
protective tariff with which I have ever had anything to do. 

l\fr. SMOOT. What I meant by barring was that the manu
facturer would bar himself as to the class of goods he would 
make. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; he might change his use of goods. 
Mr. SMOOT. I did not mean to bar them from coming into 

the United States. 
Mr. NORRIS. I understand the Senator now. No one has 

yet offered any suggestion that when a by-product comes in here 
composed of a different material we ought to determine what 
per cent of each one of the materials is in the fabric, and then 
levy the tariff duty according to that determination. There is 
no objection offered to that except the difficulty of finding what 
the percentage is. The Senator is not escaping that difficulty 
by the present amendment, but, on the other hand, he is doing 
an injustice. 

The manufacturers of wool are going on the theory that they 
are getting a compensatory duty, because a duty has been 
levied on raw wool, and yet the fabric upon which the Senator 
is going to compute that tariff may have only 15 per cent of 
wool in it and he is giving a compensatory duty the same as 
though it were 100 per cent wool. That is unfair. No one 
can justify that in the name of protection. That can not be 
done ~nd the Senate ought not to try to do here by indirection 
what, perhaps, could not be done by direction. In other words, 
that will have the effect of increasing the tariff. If the tariff 
ought to be increased, let us do it openly and provide specifically 
what the tariff shall be. 

l\fr. SMOOT. We do not want to raise the rate except on 
this class of goods, and the importations of this class of goods 
demonstrate the fact that there ought to be something done. 

Mr. NORRIS. I concede that. 
l\!r. SMOOT. AB to the examination· of these goods, I think I 

myself-and I ha,ve not been in the business of manufacturing 
woolen cloth for somE:' time-could take goods that land here at 
the port of entry ·and I could take one bolt of the cloth and tell 
within 5 or 10 per cent of the amount of cotton that is in it. 

Mr. NORRIS. That makes the problem easy. If we can get 
officials of the Senator's ability, it would easily solve the 
problem. If we do not have them, then we will have to give 
the Senator from Utah leave of absence and let him determine 
the percentage of the various materials in the fabric without 
any difficulty. I thought it 'vas more difficult titan that. 

l\fr. SMOOT. The examiners can do it even better titan I can. 
Mr. NORRIS. That is better yet. 
Mr. S~IOOT. I do not think there is any question about it at 

all, from what I have heard stated time and time again from 
the department. We have had the matter discussed in the 
committee, and I know from personal experience that it can be 
done. I do not say that I can tell whether it is 7 or 8 per cent 
or 14 or 15 or 16 per cent, but I can tell whether it is 25 per 
cent, and there is no question about that. 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro temnore. The Senator from Pennsyl

vania has the floor. Does be yield to the Senator from Rhode 
Island? 

1\Ir. GRUNDY. I yield. 
l\1r. HEBERT. If we adopt the suggestion of the Senator 

from Wisconsin and impose this wool rate upon the 15 per cent 
content of wool and the cotton rate upon the 15 per cent of 
cotton in the piece, would that duty equalize the cost of produc
tion here and abroad? 

·Mr. GRUNDY. Of course, as I understand it, this is a com
pensating duty and not a protective duty. 

l\-1r. HEBERT. Would it compensate for the difference? 
Mr. GRUNDY. Of course, if it could be accurately deter

mined. But the great difficulties of administration will enter 
in there. The vast variety of goods coming into the custom
houses are classified as cotton goods or as woolen goods, and 
the situation slides along under the exa!!!_iners, who probably 

have. a great deal to do. They simply take the invoice descrip
tion of the goods, and there is no one in the domestic field 
who knows anything about it until after those goods are in 
consumption, and then some one who ought to have had a 
domestic order for that type of material finds that he has lost 
it and that it has gone to a foreigner. That is six months or a 
year after the good& pass through the customhouse. When we 
have a provision of this kind we have to ha\e it on some maxi
mum or minimum that will be safe and that will be protective. 
There is no other way that either the men in the cuostornbouses 
or the men in the business could work to correct this evil which 
has grown up under the present law and under the change from 
" wholly or in part wool," which was the language used for 70 
years, to " chief value" of the material used as the basis for 
the classification for duty purposes. 

There is no desire on the part of anybody to commit any skull
duggery or highway robbery, or anything of the sort at all. It 
is a serious business proposition. There are thousands and 
hundreds of thousands and millions of yards of these goods com
ing in which are displacing a large quantity of wool, and also 
are clothing a certain part of the American people. 

If they are clothed with these goods from Czechoslovakia 
and Italy, which are the two sources whence they come in great 
quantities now, it is just that much labor lost in our domestic 
mills at a time when unemployment is getting greater and 
greater all the time and when every effort is being made to se
cure work for our people. 

The thing is growing, as I said. In the last four years at 
least, it has grown from nothing up to something like 350,000 
yards of double-width goods per month that is coming in. If 
there was any way that it could be practically worked out, this 
suggestion would not be here. There is no such desire on the 
part of anybody. Above everything else with the mills not run
ning more than 50 per cent-in fact, the whole woolen industry 
not running more than 50 per cent-the competition·- is so keen 
that I think every woolen mill in the country is losing money on 
the average, In a condition like that there is no danger of 
anybody taking advantage of something that is provided here 
for the puxpose of safeguarding the situation, and there does 
not seem to be any other practical way of protecting them. 
Having gone into the matter, or being identified with trade or
ganizations which have carefully gone into the matter and have 
consulted with the authorities in the Customs Service, I can say 
that this is the best suggestion which could be worked out. 
There are a great many provisions in the law, and if we want to 
have a protective law we have to put this matter on the basis 
of the minimum amount. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understood the Senator to 
say that this matter did not particularly affect the worsted 
branch of the business. Is that true? 

Mr. GRUNDY. Not at all. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Therefore it is a condition 

that has arisen largely because of our increased duty upon wool 
rags? 

l\1r. GRUl\TDY. No; that increased duty has not yet gone into 
effect. It is under the present law that the increase has oc
curred. 

l\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The woolen mills use rags? 
Mr.' GRUNDY. Oh, yes; the woolen mills use rags. 
l\1r. WALSH of Massachusetts. It is that branch of the in

dustry that suffers by reason of the importation of these mixed 
goods? 

l\Ir. GRUNDY. Yes; very largely. 
l\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. I can not understand why the 

worsted part of the industry is not affected also. 
l\Ir. GRUNDY. It is affected to the extent that it displaces 

that many yards of goods that might otherwise have been 
worsted goods if the cheap Czechoslovakian a:!ld Italian goods 
had not come into the country. · 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In other words, the mixed 
cloth containing a mixture of cotton and wool, compete largely 
with the woolen goods manufactured by the woolen branch of 
the industry, which is a cheaper grade-of goods than the carded 
goods? 

Mr. GRUNDY. If the Senator from Massachusetts should 
ask me out to dinner and I should accept his invitation, and 
subsequently the Senator from Utah should ask me out to dinner, 
I should have very little interest in the invitation of the Senator 
from Utah, because I would have had one dinner; and the same 
is true as to suits of clothing. 

l\1r. WALSH of Massachusetts. I should be glad to take the 
Senator ~rom Pennsylvania to dinner, but I h ope the lobby com
mittee would not investigate us. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment made as ~n Committee of the Whole as 
amended. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I wish again to call attention 

to the act of 1!)22. In paragraph 1108, in paragraph 1109, and 
in other · paragl·.aphs of that act there will be found this pro
:vision-1 shall read the language, however, but once-

Forty-five cents per pound-

Referring to the compensatory duty-
Forty-five cents per pound upon the wool content thereof and 50 per 

cent ad valorem. 

That, of course, was the duty fixed upon the woven fabrics 
weighing more than 4 ounces per square yard under paragraph 
1109. 

Mr. President, in the pending bill the language " upon the wool 
content thereof" has i:Jeen omitted so that a compensatory duty 
is given, although 49 per cent of the fabric may be of some ma
terial other than wool. That is the language of the pending 
measure. 

In the fitst place, in the pending bill all the lower brackets in 
the yarns and in the fabric paragraphs have been omitted. The 
effect of that is to throw all the products into a highel" bracket 
and make them dutiable at a higher rate. 

In the second place, its framers went through this bill and 
combed out the pro\isions which gave a compensatory duty 
only upon the wool content, which was fair, which was just, 
which was right. Of course, it is easy enough to find experts 
who will say that such legislation is very difficult of administra
tion. It is. What we ought to have in the Tariff Commission 
at the head of every division in that commission is a gre.at 
economist who can weigh things in their proper light and not a 
mere fact-finding expert who can procure a lot of statistics so 
as to confuse the very elect. 

But, anyway, on behalf of the woolen and worsted manufac
turers and the woolgrowers, those responsible for this bill went 
through the tariff act of 1922 and where a compensatory rate 
was given upon a woven fabric but was confined only to the 
wool content of the fabric, they omitted it throughout the en
tire bill. Yet to-day we are led to believe from th~ remarks of 
the able Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRUNDY] that the 
whole trouble here is that we have adopted a new method of 
imposing tariffs on woolen fabrics; that heretofore if the prod
uct were composed wholly or in part of wool it was dutiab1e at 
the woolen rates. 

Let me read from the tariff act of 1922. I read from para
graph 1119, as an illustration : 

.All manufactures not specially provided for

It is a catch-all provision-
wholly or in chief value of wool. 

Not in part but "in chief value." There has been a deliberate 
intent, by changing brackets, by omitting the provision confin
ing the compensatory duty to the wool content only of the fabric, 
to increase the rates. 

What sort of sophistry have we heard? The sophistry that 
if a manufactured product which contains 16 per cent, let us 
say, of w·ool is permitted to come in under the cotton schedule 
the woolgrower will not receive any compensatory duty at all. 
Why not look at it in a broad way? If 50 per cent of the prod
uct is wool, under this bill and under the provisions of all the 
tariff acts, there is a compensatory duty upon the remaining 49 
per cent, although it is not wool at all, for the benefit of the 
woolgrower in the United States. 

Assuming the rates of duty to be fully effective, taking the 
imports year after year, and figuring out what the woolgrower 
and the woolen manufacturer and the worsted manufacturer 
receive, in every year it will be found that, although there is 
only 55 per cent or 60 per cent of wool in the article, yet a com
pensatory duty is given upon 100 per cent wool, and the gains 
will more than make up for the loss that will be suffered by 
the woolgrower or by the wool manufacturer or by the worsted 
manufacturer when the wool is not of chief value, and there
fore no compensatory duty should be imposed. That is a fair 
way of looking at it. 

In this amendment cotton flannels with about 20-odd per cent 
of wool would actually have to pay nearly 100 per cent ad 
valorem duty to get into the country. 

What is the u e of it? What is the sense of it? 
Look back at former tariff acts. Heretofore when fabrics 

have come in, and a compensatory duty was fixed to take care 
of the woolgrower,. it was provided that the compensatory duty 
would be levied upon the wool content of the fabric, but now 
that language is omitted and that does not satisfy. 

Back in 1922 in the catch-all provision and in other pro
visions of the act there was not imposed the high duties upon 
woolen fabrics unless composed wholly or in chief value of wool. 

.All those provisions have been omitted ·rrom the yarn paragraph 
through the schedule. That has the effect of increasing the 
protective duty. There has been omitted the limitation as to 
"wool content." We need not be worried about compensating 
the manufacturer, anyway; whether he be a woolen manufac
turer or a worsted manufacturer he is compensated. On every 
pound of goods th.at he makes and on every pound of wool that 
he uses he is given a full compensatory duty under this bill. 
What does he care where he buys his wool if he is compen
sated anyway for the difference in the price in the American 
market and the foreign market? 

The compensatory duty is the antidote of the manufacturers 
for the farmers' protection. It was devised for nothing el e. 
It had its origin in that philosophy. What difference does it 
make to the manufacturer if he is fully compensated? If he 
buys abroad, he pays the duty to get his wool in ; if he buys at 
home, under this bill he is given a compensatory duty against all 
competitive imports equal to the duty that he would have paid 
and more if he had bought abroad and brought his wool over 
and paid the duty on it himself. 

There need not be any concern abaut the compenmtory duty. 
So far as the manufacturer is ·concerned, he is taken care of 
here, and there is no occasion to be worried or alarmed about 
the woolgrower, because against every article imported into this 
country a full compensatory duty in addition to the protective 
duty must be paid. 

l\Ir. President, this tariff bill is duplicated in our history. 
Within the present week this Nation has, in sorrow, buried a 
former President of the United States, l\Ir. Taft. That genial 
man held the love and affection of the American people almost 
without exception. Back in his administration, and in the fir t 
year thereof, the Congress was occupied in the consideration and 
passage of a tariff bill. Later Pre ident Taft, writing of that 
act, wrote the history of this hour, under the generalship of 
my genial friend aero s the aisle, the junior Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GRUNDY], about whom I have had a good deal to 
say and for whom personally I have a great deal of admiration. 
Let me read the language of President Taft, subsequently Chief 
Justice, who died within the last few days, and who this week 
was laid away in the national cemetery across the river. 

The interest of the woolgrowers iii the far West and the interest of 
the wool manufacturers in the Eastern States, and in other States, 
reflected through their Representatives in Congress, were sufficiently 
strong to defeat any attempt to change the wool tari1r, and had it been 
attempted it would have beaten the bill reported from either committee . 

Senators, history is rewriting itself. The lanoouage of former 
President Taft is as applicable to the pending bill as it was to 
the bill of which he was _speaking. 

The interest of the woolgrowers in the far West and the interest of 
the wool manufacturers in the Eastern States, and in other States, 
reflected through their Representatives in Congress, were sufficiently 
strong to defeat any attempt to change the wool tariff. 

So it is to-day. Sophistry comes to the easy command of 
any man who wants to justify this outrageous imposition upon 
the American people, and experts can be found who will present 
figures to sustain any view when it is desirable to sustain that 
view. 

Mr. President, I am laboring under no misapprehension. The 
same combination is yet sb·ong enough to defeat any amendment 
to the bill. I am sure of that. Convinced as I am that that is 
tru~. I am willing to take the vote upon the amendment pro
posed by the Senator from Wisconsin, if he has perfected that 
amendment, as he stated to me he desired to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment, as amended. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen Fletcher Kean 
Baird Frazier Keyes 
Barkley George La Follette 
Black Goff McCulloch 
Blaine Goldsborough McKellar 
Blease Grundy McMaster 
Borah Hale McNary 
Bratton Harris Metcalf 
Brookhart Harrison Moses 
Broussard Hastings Norbeck 
Capper Hatfield Norris 
Connally Hawes Nye 
Copeland Hebert Oddie 
Couzens Hefiin Phipps 
Cutting Howell Pine 
Dale Johnson Pittman 
Fess Jones Ransdell 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-eight 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Robinson, Ind. 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Shortridge 
Smoot 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Walsh, Mas. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 
Senators having 
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Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, a parliamen

tary inquiry. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massachu

setts will state it. 
l\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. Could a substitute be offered 

for the pending question? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Not at present. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Could an amendment be 

made? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Not at present. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. May I be enlightened by the 

Chair as to the reasons? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment offered by 

the Senator f_rom Utah was, in form, a substitute for the amend
ment made as in Committee of the Whole. That being the case, 
there is nothing to do except to accept or reject the amendment 
as now modified, and await the stage of individual amendments 
before any change can be made. 

Of course, it is possible to reconsider the entire action taken 
up to the present minute. That, however, would require unani
mous consent. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In the event of the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Utah being rejected, I shall 
offer the amendment which I send to the desk and ask to have 
read, in the event that a more satisfactory amendment is not 
offered in the meantime. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will say to the 
Senator from l\lassachusetts that the question will not arise in 
that form. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. May the clerk in my time, 
while I am addressing the Senate upon the pending amendment, 
read the document which I send to the desk? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore . . Without objection, the clerk 
will read as requested. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 180, strike out paragraph 
1122, inserted by the amendment made as in Committee of the 
Whole, and in lieu thereof insert the following : 

PAR. 1122. Fabrics, except printing-machine cylinder lapping, in chief 
value of fiax, in the piece or otheL·wise, containing 15 per cent or more 
in weight of wool, but not in chief value thereof, and whether or not 
more specifically provided for, shall be dutiable as follows: 

That proportion of the duty on the article computed under this sched
ule which the amount of wool bears to the entire weight, plus that pro
portion of the duty on the article computed as if this paragraph had not 
been enacted, which the weight of the component materials other than 
wool bears to the entire weight. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The only manner in which 
that amendment can be considered now is by reconsidering the 
vote of the Senate whereby the substitute proposed by the 
Senator from Utah was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understand that; and I 
am content to wait until after the action of the Senate on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Utah, whether or not it 
concurs in the action taken in Committee of the Whole upon this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As modified. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I desire to say, very briefly, 

that this amendment, drawn by some of the experts here, seeks 
to remove the objections made to the pending amendment by the 
Senator from Wisconsin and the Senator from Nebraska, and 
also recognizes the gri~vance which the woolen manufacturers 
have by reason of the fact that cloth is being imported into this 
country which contains a large amount of wool, but where the 
wool is not the material of chief value, and therefore is given 
only the duties levied in the cotton schedule, and is operating 
to the disadvantage of the woolen manufacturer. 

Briefly, this amendment seeks to provide that upon this cloth, 
composed of both cotton and wool, shall be levied, first, a duty 
as if it were all wool; secondly, a duty as if it were all cotton. 
Then the content of wool will be determined. If it is 75 per 
cent, 75 per cent of the wool duty will be levied. If the remain
ing 25 per cent is cotton, 25 per cent o{ the cotton duty will be 
levied. The purpose is to eliminate the objections made by the 
Senator from Wisconsin, claiming that the compensatory duty 
would operate too much to the advantage of the woolen manu
facturer in case the amendment adopted in Committee of the 
Whole were concurred in. 

Everybody agrees that there is a grievance here ; that there 
is 200,000 pounds of wool coming into this country, mixed with 
cotton, carrying only the duty levied in the cotton schedule. 
We all recognize that disadvantage to the domestic woolen 
manufacturer and the woolgrower, and that cloth mixed with 
wool is coming in here -without being subjected to the duty of 
31 cents a pound upon virgin wool, or subjected to the duty of 
.18 cents a p<>und upon wool rags. This amendment would seek 

/ 

to find out the amount of that wool content and apply the wool 
duty so far as wool content is found to exist in the cloth, and 
then find out what the cotton content is and apply the rates in 
the cotton schedule. 

It is the best amendment that we could hurriedly prepare to 
remove the objection made by the Senator from Nebraska and 
the Senator from Wisconsin. I understand that the answer 
made by the Senator from Pennsylvania and other Senators is 
this : They concede that there is an excessive protection in cer
tain instances in the operation of the amendment adopted in 
Committee of the Whole, but they say the competition is so 
sharp and so general among the woolen manufacturers that 
the public will not be the sufferer; but no one has denied the 
fact that there is a possibility of the woolen · manufacturer 
getting the full compensatory duty as if his cloth were 100 per 
cent wool when, as a matter of fact, it may be only 40 or 50 
per cent, or indeed, 15 per cent, as in this case. 

I agree that this is a very difficult problem to solve. It is 
very difficult to work out any amendment that will cover the 
situation. The Senator from Utah [Mr. SMooT] has expressed _ 
that difficulty several times, and admits that his amendment is 
perhaps subject to some objection ; but it is the best he could 
get after consulting all the experts. I think the amendment 
that I shall offer in the event of the Senate not confirming the 
action taken in Committee of the Whole would remove some 
of the difficulty. I offer it in the hope it will help to do justice 
by the woolen industry in competition with imports of mixed 
cotton and wool. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on concur
ring in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole, as 
amended by the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Utah. On this question the yeas and nays have been demanded. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I ask that the amendment which 
the Senator from Massachusetts said he would tender be again 
read. 

The PRESIDENT prQ tempore. The clerk will report the 
amendment. · 

The LmiBLATIVE CLERK. On page 180 strike out paragraph 
1122, inserted by the amendment made as in Committee of the 
Whole, and in lieu thereof insert : · 

PAB. 1122. Fabrics (except printing-machine cylinder lapping, in chief 
value of flax) , in the piece or otherwise, containing 15 per cent or more 
in weight of wool, but not in chief value thereof, and whether or not 
more specifically provided for, shall be dutiable, as follows: 

That proportion of the duty on the article, computed under this 
schedule, which the amount of wool bears to the entire weight, plus 
that proportion of the duty on the article, computed as if this paragraph 
had not been enacted, which the weight of the component materials 
other than wool bears to the entire weight 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I wonder if some one will explain 
to us the significance of that amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. The significance of the amendment is that a 
piece of goods comes into this country containing 20 per cent 
cotton--

1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. In weight? 
Mr. SMOOT. In weight; and 80 per cent wool, or just the 

reverse, 80 per cent cotton and 20 per cent wool. Then the 
duty collected upon the goods will be based upon the percentage 
of wool in the article, and then, of course, cotton having no 
duty whatever, it is not taken into consideration; there is no 
duty. 

Mr. wALSH of Massachusetts. In my amendment there are 
provided two duties-one under the wool schedule and one 
under the cotton schedule. 

· Mr. SMOOT. I am speaking of the raw material. The duty 
upon the cotton is the duty on the goods, as if it were cotton. 
The Senator from Montana was asking me to explain the whole 
thing from beginning to end. . 

1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. Which amendment? 
1\fr. SMOOT. The amendment of the Senator from Massa-

chusetts. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator from 1\Iontana 

has an amendment which perhaps he wants to explain. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I want to see whether any other 

proposal would be desirable. I do not understand the amend
ment as the Senator from Utah has indicated he understands it. 
If I understand the matter aright, the duty upon virgin wool 
is a matter of no consequence at all, and the fact that there is 
no duty on cotton is a matter of no consequence at all. 

Here is a fabric in part of wool and in part of cotton. Wool 
fabrics have a duty and cotton fabrics have a duty. The inten
tion, I imagine, was ·to have a duty on that part of the fabric 
which is assignable to wool on the basis of the duty on wool 
fabric, and a duty upon that part of the fabric which is repre
sented by the cotton on the basis of the duty on cotton fabrics . 
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Mr. SMOOT; - That is tru~; and Ula:t is what I :was coming. 

to. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let mec remark, having some idea 

in mind, that I have tried my maiden hand at an amendment, 
and have worked out this: 

On fabrics (except printing-machine cylinder lapping; in chief value· 
of flax) composed in part of wool, the duty shall · be the sum of the 
duty on so much of the fabric as in value is represented by the wool 
content computed as though such part of the fa.bric were all wool· 
and on the remainder as though such part were• all of · the other 
material entering into the fabric. 

The difference between the ' two· is that I thought it was in
tended to compute the duty not upon the basis of weight but 
on the basis of how much in -value was of wool and how much in 
value was of cotton. 

It is a· matter of no consequence to me whether it is put upon 
the basis of weight or upon the basis of . value. It seems to 
me, however, that the idea could be expressed very· much more 
clearly than in the amendment suggested by th'e Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think basing the duty on the weight would 
make veTy much simpler the administration than if value were
taken as the basis. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I dare say. that is true~ I only 
spoke of value because we have so ma.py provisions in . which· 
duty is imposed upon an article if " in chief value., it is of 
sa-and-so-not based upon weight, but on value. 

Mr. SMOOT. This is a different proposition. Here we take 
virtually two parts of the bill and apply them to these goods
that is, the cotton schedule and the wool schedule: Of caurse, 
to arrive at the duty we want, we must get at the amount of 
the wool and the amount of the cotton in the piece of goods. 
I think taking weight as the basis is very much simpler than 
taking value. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator 
from Utah wheth-er he has accepted the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. SMOOT. I think we had better vote upon the amend
ment pending. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It would not be possible, 
under the parliamentary situation, to deal with the suggestion 
made· by the Senator from Massachusetts unless the vote on the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah -were recon
sidered. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It would be very simple to deal 
with it if the Senator from Utah would accept th~ amendment, 
would it not? 

The PREJSIDEJNT pro tempore. Not -after the Senate has 
acted. The S~nate has already acted upon the substitute pro
posed by the Senator from Utah. Therefore the only question 
now before the Senate is upon concurring in the amendment 
made as in Committee ·of the Whole, as modified by the amend
ment of . the Senator from Utah. 

1\fr. GEORGE_- A parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. GEORGE. I gave attention to the reading of the 

amendment by the clerk, and I heard language and provisions 
in it which I had not heard in it before, and I did not know 
how they got into it. I assumed the Senator had accepted some 
modification. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair thinks the Sena
tor from Georgia is in error about that. Inasmuch as the read
ing of the amendment suggested by the Senator from Massa
chusetts was requested by the Senator from Montana., what was 
read was the suggested amendment of the Sen a tor from Massa
chusetts, which will not be in order under any circumstances 
until the period for individual amendments is reached. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thought the amendtnent reported was the 
amendment of the Senator from Utah. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No. The question now is on 
concurring in the amendment made as in Committee of the 
Whole as amended by the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Utah. On this question the yeas and nays have been 
demanded. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (when the name of Mr. MosES 
was called). I have a general pair with the senior Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. STm::K]. In his absence I withhold my vote. 
If pel'm.itted to vote, I would vote-" yea." 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana (when his name was· called). I 
have a general pair with the junior · Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STEPHENS]~ In his absence, not · knowing how he: would 
vote, I withhold my vote. If permitted tn vote, I would vote 
.. yea." 

.· Mr.-. WATSON (wherr his· name· wa-s called). I transfer my 
pair with the senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] 
to the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. RoBSIO~ ] and vote 
"yea." 
· Mr. WHEELER-(when his name was called). On this mat

t er I have a pair with the junior Senator from Idaho [1\Ir. 
THOMAS] If I were permitted to vote, I would vote "nay," 
and I understand the -junior Senator from Idaho would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. BLEASE (after having voted in the negative). I have 
a pair with the junior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. WALCOTT]. 
I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
AsHURST], and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. HAWES. I have a pair with my colleague the junior 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. PATIE'RSON]. If he were present, he 
would vote " yea," and if permitted to vote I would vote " nay." 

Mr. WHEELER. I transfer my pair to the junior Senator 
from Washington [Mr. DILL], and vote "nay." 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
CouZENs} is unavoidably absent. If present, he would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs: 
The Senator from MassachUsetts [Mr. GILLETT] with the Sena

tor from North carolina [Mr. SIMMONS]; 
The· Senator from· Maine [Mr. GoULD] with the Senator from 

Utah [Mr. KING] ; 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN] with. the . Senator 

from North Carolina [Mr. OVER-MAN]; 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. GLENN] with the Senator from 

Arkansas [l\1r. CARAWAY]; 
The Senator from Wyoming [M.r: SULLIVAN] with the Senator 

from Tennessee [Mr. BRocK] ; 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. GREENE] with the Senator 

from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]; 
The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BINGHAM] with the Sena

tor from Virginia [Mr. GLAss] ; 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] with the Sena

tor from Wyoming [Mr. KEJNDR.ICK] ; and 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [1\Ir. REED] with the Senator 

from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]. 
The result was· announced-yeas 29, nays 32, as follows : 

Allen 
Baird 
Broussard 
Dale 
Fess 
Goff 
Goldsborough 
Grundy 

Barkley 
Black 
Blaine 
Blease 
Borah 
Bratton 
Brookhart 
Connally 

Hale 
Hastings 
Hatfield 
Hebert 
Jones 
Kean 
Keyes 
McCulloch 

Cutting 
Fletcher 
Frazier 
George 
Harris 
Harrison 
Heflin 
Howell 

YEAS-29 
McNary 
Metcal!
Oddie 
Phipps 
Pine 
Ransdell 
Schall 
Shortridge 

NAYS-32 
Johnson 
La Follette• 
McKellar 
McMaster 
Norbeck 
Norris • 
Nye 
Sheppard 

NOT VOTING-35 . 
Ashurst · Gillett Moses 
Bingham Glass Overman 
B1·ock: Glenn Patterson -
Capper Gould Pittman 
Caraway · Greene Reed 
Copeland Hawes Robinson, .ATk. 
Couzens• Hayden RobinsonJnd. 
Deneen Kendrick Robsion, Ky. 
Dill . King Shipstead 

Smoot 
Steiwer 
Townsend 
Waterman 
Watson 

Swanson 
Thomas, Okla. 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Wheeler 

Simmon• 
Smith 
Steck 

~~~R~~s 
Thomas, Idaho 
WaJP}er 
Walcott 

So the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole as 
amended was nonconcurred in. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk.- It is the amendment 
I explained a few moments ago. I ask unanimous consent for 
the submission of the amendment at this time. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do not want to delay a vote-
upon it, but I want to read the amendment. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I ask the clerk to report it. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the amendment be reported. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 180, strike out paragraph 

1122 inserted by the amendment in the Committee of the Whole, 
and in lieu thereof insert : 

PAR. 1122. Fabrics (except printing-machine cylinder lapping, in chief 
value of flax), in the piece or otherwjse, containing 15 per cent or 
more in weight of wool, but not in chief vatue thereof, and whether 
or not more specifically . provided for, shall be dutiable as follows~ 

That proportion of the duty on the article computed under tb.is sched
ule, which the amount of wool bears to the entire weight, plos that 
proportion of the duty on the article, computed as if this paragraph: 
had not been enacted, which the weight of the component materials. 
o.thu tha,D •wool -bears cto. the-entire weight; 
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'Mr. WALSH of :Massachusetts: I hope the Senator from 

Georgia will not object to the immediate consideration of the 
amendment, because -several Senators voted " nay " on the last 
amendment with the expectation that this amendment would be 
offered immediately and they would have _an opportunity to 
vote upon it now. 
· Mr. GEORGE. I do not want to object to unanimous con
sent for its present consideration, but I want to have some time 
to see just w_hat the amendment is. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I _suggest to ilie Sena
tor from Massachusetts that the amendment will be in order 
at a later stage .of the pt·oceedings and, as ·stated by him, it 
has been very hastily prepared. May .I suggest to him that 
he withdraw the amendment and take sufficient time to work 
with the experts 11pon it until it ·is in the best possible .form 
before it is presented. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I would be inclined to follow 
the .suggestion of the Senator if it were not for the fact that I 
know that certain Senators -voted "nay" on the last roll call 
with the expectation that they would have a .chance to vote 
upon the amendment at this time. If this amendment had not 
been -read at ·the desk and if it _had not been stated that it would 
be presented immediately following the amendment then under 
consideration, the decision would ha_-ve .been di1Ierent. 

Mr. LA FOLLETT.El .. That may- 'be true; bnt may~ -say t.o 
the Senator fr(lm Massachusetts that the Senators who desire 
to vote on his amendment ·will not be forec1osed if the Senator 
takes sufficient time to get it in proper form. It does seem to 
me that the interests of those who desire to have the amendment 
adopted would be better served by h-aving it offered in the best 
possible form jn which it -can .be prepaTed. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think, perhaps, it may help 
to take further time and improve its form, although I will say 
the experts have been for more than an hour laboring upon the 
d'rafting of the amendment .and they agreed upon this form. 

Mr. NORRIS . .Mr. President, I want to suggest to the Senator 
from Massachusetts that he let the 11mendment go over for the 
present. There has been very little opportunity to -examine it, 
even though it has been prepared by the experts~ ·Perhaps a sug
gestion from the experts to-morrow would simplify it. It seems 
to me it is rather cumbersome, but perhaps upon -a more closer 
analysis of it I would~have to reach a different conclusion. I 
do not want to take any advantage of anyone, of course; but 
it can be offered to-morrow. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The only hesitancy I nave 
is that I do not want to seem to be taking advantage of Senators. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to put the Senator in the atti
-tude of doing any such thing. 

Mr. WALSH of 'Massachusetts. It is true that certain Sena
tors would have voted the other way on the last amendment 
if they had not understood this amendment was to be -offered 
immediately. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. P.resident, may I make the further sugges
tion that the amendment be offered and printed and lie on the 
table to await the proper timefor presentation, and then we Will 
have an opportunity to consider it fairly. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the 1011endment 
will be printed and lie on the table. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In view of the fact that I 
am sure the Senator from Nebraska and the Senator from Wis
consin are -acting in the utmost good faith, I am glad to comply 
with their request. · 

.Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the effect _of the· amend
ment is going to make dutiable the wo.ol content only of wool
and I believe that is the purpose of the amendment-! shall cer
tainly have no objection to .it, .and I do not think there will be 
any objection to _it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am glad to hear the Senator 
say that. That is the sole purpose. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, a parliamentary 
inquiry. . 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Will the amendment he in order at 

any time; and if so, when? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. It will be in order as an individual 

amendment after the amendments which were reserved in -Oom
mittee of the Whole are disposed of. It can be offered now by 
unanimous consent. 

.Mr. W .ALSH of Massachusetts. I hope I shall be ·able to .call 
it up to-morrow while the subject is still fresh in ·our !Dinds. 

· Mr. NORRIS. So far as I am conc-erned, there -will :be no 
tlbjection to .doing that. I do not know of anyone who -win 
object to taking it up to-morrow. 
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· Mr. WAL'SH of Massachusetts. I want to curry out the good 
faith which resulted from the discussion we had here previous 
to the Just vote. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I would like to say tha,t so far as I am 
concerned I shall have no objection to it being taken up to
morrow. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will report the next 
amendment :reserved. 

'The LEXUSLATIVE CLERK. Paragraph 1301, rayon, page 183 : 
The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, struck out lines 8 
to 14, inclusive, and down to and including .the word "pound" 
in line '15, and inserted in lieu thereof the following : 

Pa-x. 1301. Filaments of rayon or other synthetic textile, single or 
grouped, and yarns of rayon or other synthetic t extile, singles, all the 
foregoing not specially provided for, weighing 150 deniers or more per 
length of 450 meters, 45 per cent ad valorem ; weighing less than 150 
deniers per length of 450 meters, 50 per cent ad valorem; and, in 
addition; yarns of rayon or other synthetic textile, plied, shall be sub
ject to an additional duty of .5 per c.ent ad valorem: Provided, That' 
none of the 'foregoing shall be subject to a less auty than 45 cents per 
pound. Any of the foregoing yarns if having more than 20 turns twist 
per inch shall be subject to an additional cumulative duty of 50 cents 
per pound. 

The V.ICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in 
the amendment made as .in Committee of ·th9 Whole. 

.Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, as I understand it, .the only 
reservation made is that portion of the amendment just read 
by the clerk which refers to the rate of 45 cents per pound. 
I understand there is no purpose to raise any question concern
ing the .ad valorem duty upon the .rayon filaments and ~arns ot 
45 per cent and 50 per cent; but the reservation-was made in 
order to preserve the question of the pro:per specific duty. I 
move to strike 45 cen.ts as it oecurs in line 25, page 183, and 
insert in lieu thereof "38 cents," so that the minimum specific 
provided will be not less than 38 cents per .pound. 

Mr. President, I do not see that there would be any purpose 
in discussing the amendment at length, I want to call attention 
to the fact, however, that I share the view of the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WHEELER] that this specific ought to be even 
less than 38 cents per pound, that _upon the present value of 
rayon yarn of 150 denier or coarser 38 cents rather than the 
ad valorem duty would certainly be the -effective duty. That is 
to say; the equivalent of 38 cents minimum specific would be 
highe~ than 45 ·per cent and 50 per cent ad valorem, respectively. 

Lef me explain this to the Senate in this way. There is no 
opposition .here and the amendment does not suggest opposition 
to a proper ad valorem rate on rayon filament or yarn. The 
rate fixed in the bill is acceptable, to wit, 45 per cent ad 
valorem and 50 per cent ad valorem. That is not to be dis
turbed, but the minimum specific of 45 cents .per :pound under 
the present price level becomes .an equivalent ad -valorem -rate 
of some 85 to 90 per cent. That is entirely gut of line with the 
protection given all other textiles. The Senate ·will remember 
that cotton yarns are -dutiable, if they are not finer than 90, at 
5 per cent ad valorem and in addition thereto three-tenths of 1 · 
per cent for each -number; exceeding No. 90, which is the very 
fine cotton -yarn, 32 per cent ad valorem. All-wool yarns, about 
which we have heard a great deal and about which I have said 
a great aeal, are dutiable at 40 cents per pound plus 35 per 
cent ad :valorem, if not of a greater value than $1 -per pound, 
and if of a value of more than $1 per pound wool yarns are 
dutiable .at 40 cents plus 45 per cent ad valorem, but the 40 
cents per pound in each instance is a compensatory ·rate, so the 
protective rate is 40 and 45 per cent on wool yarns. Rayon 
yarns are dutiable at 45 per cent ad valorem and 50 ·per cent, 
according to weight, and there Js no quarrel with that provision. 
The minimum specific of 45 cents ·per pound actually carries the 
rate up to 85 to 90 per cent ad valorem all coarse -yarns on the 
basis of the present price levels. ' 

If the Senate will bear with me, there can be no question 
that rayon -yarn is on a declining -price level. In other wor.d.s, 
it is being made cheaper and will continue to be made cheaper. 
If Senators will consider the actual cost, the industiial cost, 
per pound of rayon manufactured ·bY the American Viscose Co., 
it will be found that the actual cost is only 47.83 cents per 
pound. If the minimum specific duty is kept a.t .45 cents, we 
have a balance -or difference of 2.83 cents to cover the entir.e 
difference in cost of manufacture abroad, including the raw 
material, labor, .and _so forth. If we take the 'highest indus
trial cost of producing rayon in this .country-and I believe that 
the highest cost is registered .by the Acme Rayon Co. whi~ 
manufactures not quite 1 per cent :of the rayon manufactured 
in .the United States-we 1ind 'it is 70.80 cents per pound. De-

• 
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ducting 45 cents, the mm1mum specific if it shall be retained, 
we have a balance of 25.8 cents to cover the entire difference in 
the cost of manufacture abroad, including material, labor, and 
so forth. 

That is the highest cost of producing rayon in the ,United 
States, I believe. It is not the wholesale selling price but the 
cost; and 25.8 cents specific duty would certainly compensate 
even in that extreme case. There can be no possible reason 
for a 45 cents per pound specific minimum or any other specific 
minimum except upon the theory that rayon manufacturing 
abroad is controlled by a cartel; and it is claimed by the Ameri
can manufacturers that that cartel might allocate the American 
selling territory to the lowest-cost producing country in Europe, 
and, therefore, the industry needs a minimum specific. As it 
stands to-day, the ad valorem rate of 50 per cent is not effec
tive except upon the very fine yarns. When we get to 150 
deniers or coarser, the ad valorem rate is not effecti'\"e and the 
minimum specific becomes the actual rate. 

If the rate is retained at 45 per cent, we shall have an un
usually high rate for rayon filaments or yarns as compared to 
wool or to silk or to cotton or to any other yarns made of any 
other material. 

Now, let me call attention to the fact that the raw material 
of rayon is on the free list; wood pulp, cotton linters, and 
whatever other- material is used for the manufacture of rayon 
are on the free list: There is no necessity for a high duty on 
rayon-that is, for a duty entirely out of line with the duties 
upon all other yarns. 

I again direct the attention of the Senate to the fact that 
the very finest wool yarns spun under the tariff rates in 
Schedule 11 of the pending bill are dutiable at 45 cents-that is, 
the rate is not higher than the lowest ad valorem rate which 
rayon enjoys under this schedule. 

1\Ir. President, the Tariff Commission itself was called upon 
to say what specific duty would be adequate and proper in the 
case of rayon, and when we take the Tariff Commission's figures 
and analyze them it will be found that for 150-A grade a spe
cific duty of 35 cents per pound is adequate; that for 150-B 
grade a specific of 38 cents is adequate; that for 300-A grade 
a specific of 38 cents is adequate; and for 300-B grade a :;pe
cific of 41 cents is adequate .. 

However, the figures upon which this classification is based 
do not take into consideration all of the elements that should 
be considered in arriving at a proper minimum specific rate. 
If all of the elements are taken into consideration, it will be 
found that the specific rate on 150's, both A and B, and 300's 
A and B, would run roughly from 22 cents a pound to 30 or at 
most not over 32 or 33 cents per pound. It would be possible 
to arrive at a -little higher specific minimum by eliminating 
certain factors from this calculation, but taking any view of 
the matter, a specific minimum of 38_ cents a pound will give 
the rayon manufacturers all the protection they could reason
ably ask. 

Mr. President, the true friends of this industry will not seek 
to give it excessive protection, for excessive protection will lead 
to overproduction capacity in rayon, as it has in cotton, as it 
has in wool and worsted. The real trouble with cotton, wool, 
worsted, and silk manufacturers in this country is overproduc
tion capacity. 
_ Mr. President, rayon is a big man's game. The little pro
ducers must go down and out. The 18 or 19 great corporations, 
with a minimum of 38 cents specific, or without any specific 
whatsoever, and with the high ad valorem given them in the 
pending bill, would be able to control their market, just as they 
are now controlling it against all foreign competition ; but if 
there can be anything in the suggestion that the foreign cartel 
can allocate the American territory to the lowest-cost producing 
country, then certainly 38 cents minimum specific would be an 
adequate protection against any disadvantage that the Ameri-
can rayon manufacturer may reasonably anticipate. . 

I want to call attention to the fact that rayon filament or 
yarn is not, as a rule, converted into cloth or finished fabric by 
the manufacturer of the filament or yarn, but rayon yarn or 
filament is the raw material of the woolen manufacturer, of the 
cotton manufacturer, and even of the silk manufacturer. There
fore, if the 45 cents minimum specific is retained in the bill 
there will be a specific compensatory duty of 45 cents, plus the 
high-protective rate upon all rayon products, just as we have 
in the case of wool, when everything that goes to make rayon 
is on the free list. In other words, Mr. President, the minimum 
specific in this paragraph of the schedule becomes the compen
satory rate--and the proper compensatory rate, I grant you
for all finished rayon products. 

Therefore, the materiality and the necessity of placing this 
specific, if it is to be retained, at not exceeding 38 cents per 
pound. 

Personally I be!ieve that the minimum specific might well be 
eliminated. I have no difficulty in arriving at the conclusion 
that 30 cents a pound would be adequate; but, in deference to 
others upon this side, and other members of the committee, I 
am offering the amendment to strike out 45 cents and to insert 
38 cents in line 27, page 183, paragraph 1301. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] 
to the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I shall detain the Senate for only 
a few moments, only long enough to make a mere statement, 
because I agree with those who are anxious to expedite the 
consideration of the pending bill. ' 

I know of no industry that has had such remarkable growth 
as has that of rayon. While it has been operating for a good 
many years from the period of its infancy it has been operating 
for only 'a short time under the encouragement of protection. I 
note that in 1922, when the ·protection was first given, there 
were produced only 25,000,000 pounds of rayon. In seven years 
afterwards there were produced 120,000,000 pounds, or an in
crease of 400 per cent. 

The imports in 1922 were only 2,100,000 pounds, . while the 
imports in 1927 were 18,000,000 pounds, an increase of 900 per 
cent. Those figures indicate that, while the industry was grow
ing rapidly in our own country, it was also growing rapidly in 
foreign countries, and that the importations were increasing by 
leaps and bounds. In the domestic industry, which is compara
tively new, there is now invested $260,000,000 of capital, and it 
now employs, it is stated, 45,000 people who are actually at 
work in the industry. The wages paid amount to $51,000,000. 
The value of raw material used, that purchased in the home 
market, is at least $20,000,000, and it includes not only cotton 
linters but -corn sugar. 

The profits of the industry, under severe competition, have 
been growing less. The domestic competition has constantly 
reduced the price. Ten years ago the price was $2.75 a pound, 
but it has been reduced until now it is just a little over $1 a 
pound, or $1.15 a pound, while, of course, the cost of labor in 
our country is something like four times, indeed, 1t is really 
over four times, what it is in competing countries. While under 
the regis of protection there has been a very large increase in 
production, it will be noted that the price to consumers has 
largely decreased, but, in face of that decrease in price, there 
is a severe competition because of the difference in the cost of 
labor. 

I wanted merely to make the statement that an industry in 
which $260,000,000 are invested, employing 45,000 people, paying 
$51,000,000 in wages, operating in 14 different States, and which 
is really only about 10 years old, ought to make such an appeal 
to the Congress that nothing will be done detrimental to its 
growth. For that reason, I sincerely hope that, whatever may 
be the reduction in the rate of duty, it will not be to the point 
wbere it will be embarrassing to the inoustry" 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. 1\lr. President, I submit an 
amendment which I propose to submit to one of the paragraphs 
of the bill, and ask that it may be printed. As it is a very impor
tant amendment, I also ask that it may be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The amendment was ordered to lie on the table, to be printed, 
and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. WALsH of Massachusetts 
to the bill (H. R. 2667) to provide revenue, to regulate commerce with 
foreign countries, to encourage the industries of the United States, 
to protect American labor, and for other purposes, viz : On page 224, 
after line 20, insert the following : 

"PAR. 1530. (a) Leather (except leather provided for in subparagt·aph 
(c) of this paragraph), made from hides or skins of cattle of the bovine 
species: 

"(1) Sole O!" belting leather (including offal), rough, partly finished, 
finished, curried, or cut or wholly or partly manufactured into outer or 
inner_ soles, blocks, strips, counters, taps, box toes, or any forms or 
shapes suitable for conversion into bOots, shoes, footwear, or belting, 5 
per centum ad valorem ; 

"(2) leather welting, 5 per centum ad valorem; 
"(3) side upper leather (including grains and splits), patent leather, 

and leather made from calf or kip skins, rough, partly finished, or fin
ished, or cut or wholly or partly manufactured into uppers, vamps, or 
any forms or shapes suitable for conversion into boots, shoes, or foot
wear, all the foregoing whether or not grained, boarded or embossed, 8 
per centum ad valorem ; 

"(4) upholstery, collar, bag, case, glove, garment, or strap leathet·, in 
the rough, in the white cl'Ust, or russet, partly finished, or finished, 9 
per centum ad valorem ; 

"(5) all other, rough, partl,v finished, finished, or curried, not spe
cially provided for, 8 per centum ad valorem. 
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u(b) Goat, kid and other leather (except leather provided for in sub

pa ragraph (c ) of this paragraph), made from bides or skins of animals 
, (including fis h, reptiles, and birds, but not including cattle of the bovine 

species), in the rough, in the white, crust, or russet, partly finished, or 
fini shed, 8 per centum ad valorem ; rough-tanned or semitanned leather 
~ade from genuine reptile skins, 5 per centum ad valorem; vegetable
tanned rough leather made from goat and sheep skins (including those 
commercially known as India-t?Dned goat and sheep skins), vegetable 
rough-tanned pig and hog skins, and rough-tanned skiT'ers, 4 per centum 
ad valorem. If cut or wholly or partly manufactured into uppers, 
vamps, or any forms or shapes suitable for conversion into boots, shoes, 
or footwear, such articles shall be subject to the same rate of duty 
as the leather from which they are manufactured. 

"(c) Leather of all kinds, grained printed, embossed, ornamented, or 
decorated, in any manner or to any extent. (including leather finished 
in gold, silver, aluminum, or like effects), or by any other process (in 
adclltion to tanning) made i.nto fancy leather, or cut or wholly or partly 
manufactured into uppers, vamps, or any forms or shapes suitable for 
conversion into boots, shoes, or footwear, all the foregoing by whatever 
name known, and to whatever use applied, 12¥.a per centum ad valorem. 
Leather shall not be considered within the provisions of this subpara
graph by reason of there being placed thereon the trade-mark, the trade 
name, the name and address of the manufacturer, and the name of the 
country of origin. 

" (d) Boots, shoes, or other footwear (including athletic o:r sporting 
boots and shoes ) , made wholly or in chle:f value of leather, not spe
cially provided for, if women's or misses', 12lf.a per centum ad valorem ; 
if men 's, boy's, or children's, 8 J>er centum ad valorem; boots, shoes, 
or other footwear (inclucling athletic or sporting boots and shoes), the 
uppers of which are composed wholly or in chief value of wool, cotton, 
ramie, animal hair, fiber, rayon other synthetic textile, silk, or sub
stitutes for any of the foregoing, whether or not the soles are composed 
of leather, wood, or other materials, 35 per centum ad valorem. 

"(e) Harness valued at more than $70 per set, single hai:Dess valued 
at more than $40, saddles valued at more than $40 each, saddlery, and 
parts (except metal parts} for any of the foregoing, 35 per centum ad 
valorem ; saddles made wholly or in part of pigskin or imitation pig· 
skin, 35 per centum ad valorem!' 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, when this item was before 
the Senate as in Committee of the Whole I offered an amend
ment proposing that the specific duty of 45 cents be eliminated 
entirely. I think I proved conclusively, at least to my own 
satisfaction, that it was not necessary to have a 45-cent specifi~ 
duty upon rayon yarn. 

The Tariff Commission have made a cursory study of this 
subject; and their figures show very clearly, taking the sales 
prices, that in estimating the specific duty required of 150 A 
denier yarn, a 26.7 cents specific duty is all that is necessary. 
As to 150 B, they show that 30.8 cents specific duty is all that 
is necessary; and 150 denier constitutes the vast percentage of 
the imports of rayon yarn. 

Of 300 A there is only 1.8 per cent of the total imported into 
the United States. The Tariff Commission's figures show that 
on 300 A a specific duty is required of 30.7 cents, and on 300 B 
that 34.7 cents specific duty is necessary. 

So much for the figures of the Tariff Commission. 
I ask to have the table to which I have just referred inserted 

in the RECORD at this point in my remarks. 
There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed 

in the RECORD, as follows : 
Estim.{tted , specific duty t·equired to cover di trerences between invoice 

vatue plus landing charges and net wholesale selli ng prices of typical 
sizes and gr ades of imported rayon yarns after deduction of importer~ 
seUing ewpen ses 

Type of yam 
1;!;;I~ Transports- Landed 

(dutiable) tion, msur- cost, exclu-
value per ance, etc. sive of 

pound (5 per cent) duty 

Estimated 
specific 
duty 

required 

150 A ____ -------------------------
150 B. ____ ------------------------
300 A ___ --------------------------
300 B ____ ------- ------------------

$0.740 
.657 
.571 
.490 

Import-
ers' 

charges 

$0.037 
.033 
.029 
.025 

$0.777 
. 690 
.600 
. 515 

Wholesale selling 
price of domestic 

and imported yams 

Type of yarn 

Landed 
cost plus 
estimated 
required 
specific 

and 1--------------1 
profits 

duty (8 per 
cent) Net List 

$0.2()7 
.308 
.307 
.347 

Equiva
lent ad 
valorem 
of esti
mated 

required 
specific 
duty 

---------------------1-------1------ -------- - ---

150 A---------------------------
150 B ------ ---------------------
300 A---------------------------
300 B---------------------------

$1.044 
.998 
.9<Yl 
.862 

fO. 083 
.080 
. 073 
.069 

$L 127 
1.078 
.980 
.931 

$1.15 
1.10 
1.00 
.95 

Per cent 
36.08 
46.88 
53.77 
70.8.2 

Mr. WHEELER. I had offered, and there is lying on the 
table, an amendment _proposing to reduce the specific duty to -30 
cents; but because of the fact that I felt that we would not be 
able to pass that amendment, I consented not to offer it and 
that the amendment providing for the reduction only to 38 pe.r 
cent should be voted upon at this time. 

Mr. President, the figures that have been given to me by one 
of the manufacturers of cotton goods in the State of New York 
who uses a large amount of rayon-and I might say that these 
figures have b~en submitted to experts in -the Treasury Depart
ment and they have been submitted to other experts--show that 
taking the figures submitted by the Tariff Commission and car
rying them out so that we would take into consideration the 5 
per cent quantity discount, in 150A denier yarns it was only 
necessary to have a specific duty of 21.37 cents; that on 150B 
denier it would only be necessary to have a gpecific duty of 
25.8 cents; that on 300 A it would only be· necessary to have a 
specific duty of 26.2 cents, and on 300 B it would only be neces
sary to save a specific duty of 30.5 cents. The 21.37 cents would 
be equivalent to 28.87 per cent ad valorem, and the 25.8 cents 
would be equivalent to 39.13 per cent ad valorem. Under 300 A 
the 26.2 cents would be equivalent to 45.88 per cent ad valorem, 
and the 30.5 cents on 300 B would be equivalent to 62.24 per cent 
ad valorem. 

Mr. President, I do not see how it is possible, in the face of 
the figures furnished by the Tariff Commission, for any Senator 
to vote against a 38-cent specific duty. As a matter of fact, 
a 38-cent specific duty would mean, for the Viscose Co., in the 
nejghbo:rhood of probably ·75 per cent ad valorem. I have not 
figured it out exactly. 

I do not want to take up the time of the Senate this evening 
in showing the enormous profits that have been made by the 
American Viscose Co., which is part and parcel of the Court
auld's Co.; nor do I want to take up the time of the Senate to 
rehearse again the figures showing their labor cost. I do 
not want, either; to take up the time of the Senate to-night to 
show that the profits from the money invested in rayon in this 
country go largely into foreign hands; but I do want to - call 
attention to the fact that, as a matter of fact, here is one of 
the highest-protected industries in the United States, if not 
the highest, and it is paying the poorest wages in the ·United 
States. 

I have heard Senator after Senator on the other side of the 
Chamber rise in his place and plead and plead for labor; yet 
down here in Tennessee at the present time the men and the 
women working in the ray.on plants are on strike because of the 
fact that they are hardly getting enough money to keep their 
bodies and souls together ; and yet the industry is enjoying the 
highest protection of any industry in the United States of 
America. _ 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. FEss] pointed out just a mo
ment ago how this industry had grown. It has grown, and, of 
course, everybody is glad to see that the industry has grown in 
the United States ; but all it is necessary to do is to look at 
the profits, examine the income-tax returns of these concerns, 
as I did on a similar occasion heretofore, and see the tre
mendous profits that they earn, how they have declared in some 
instances stock dividends of 100 per cent in addition to other 
regular cash dividends, and then see the miserable wages that 
they are paying to their employees down in some of the fac
tories· where their labor is employed. 

Not only are they grinding down -the labor on the one hand, 
but, on the other hand, if we give them this high tariff, it per
mits them to charge the poorer classes of people exorbitant 
prices for the underclothing and the socks and the stockings 
that the poorer classes of men and women in this country hav~ 
to wear. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana 

yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 
M.r. WHEELER. I do. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator undoubtedly 

has given this subject a great deal of study. Can he inform us 
how many plants or companies are engaged in producing the 
filaments of rayon that fall under this paragraph? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes; I have the figures. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the ·Senator will yield, 19. 
Mr. GEORGE. Nineteen. 
1\ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understand that these fila

ments of rayon are the raw material which is used by those 
who spin the rayon yarn and manufacture or make rayon clotll 
from the rayon yarn. Of course, that number of factories is 
exceedingly large. 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes. I was going to say to the Senator 
from Massachusetts that if the Senators who come froni the 
cotton-textile States really want to rende_r a service to the 
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cotton manufacturers of their States, I do not know of any way 
in which they can render a better service than to try to reduce 
the tariff upon this rayon yarn. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator will recall that 
I very vigorously opposed an increased duty on the filaments of 
waste rayon included in the following paragraph. 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I was unable to convince tht! 

Senate that it was a mistake to raise the rates; and against 
my protest the rates were raised upon what would correspond 
t - wool waste, namely, the filaments of rayon that are of short 
lengths, that are waste rayon, known as staple fiber. The Sena
tor states that these 19 concerns making the filaments of rayon 
are in competition with each other? 

Mr. WHEELER. Practically all of these manufacturers who 
are manufacturing filaments of rayon belong to one or two 
combinations, and they in turn in practically every instance are 
owned by British and other foreign companies. The Courtauld's, 
of England, for instance, own the American Viscose Co. ; and, 
as the Department of Commerce has pointed out, they are prac
tically all controlled either by the Courtauld's or some other 
foreign companies, and it is these foreign-owned concerns tbat 
are really holding up the cotton manufacturers in this country. 

I might say to the Senator from Massachusetts that I talked 
with a representative of the cotton manufacturers I think from 
his own State, or from some part of New England; and I asked 
him why it was that they did not protest and tbat their Senators 
on this floor coming from those States did not protest against it. 
A man who was standing by said, "He can not tell you, but I 
can. The reason why they do not protest is because they are 
afraid to protest against it." · 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I am pleased 
to know that the Senator from Montana has retained pleasant 
relations with tbe manufacturers of New England, notwithstand
ing some of his tariff views. 

Mr. WHEELER. I am glad to try to do justice to the manu
facturers of New England. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think this is one of the few 
times when the Senator has been on the side of the manufac
turers. I congratulate him. 

Mr. WHEELER. It is one of the few times; but in being on 
the side of the manufacturers of cotton goods in this instance 
I feel that it is not only doing justice to the manufacturers of 
cotton goods, but I likewise feel that it is rendering a service 
to the women who use rayon manufactured goods, and I feel 
that it is rendering a service to the consumers of rayon gener
ally throughout the United States. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am very happy to hear that, 
because the Senator can all the more sympathize with the con
sistent and persistent fight I have been making here for low 
duties upon tbe raw products, so tbat the consumers would 
benefit in lower prices for the finished goods. 

Mr. WHEELER. I appreciate that fact, of course. I bave not 
any fault to find, let me say, with the Senator. If I were a manu
facturer of woolen manufactured goods I, of course, would want to 
have my wool on tbe free list. That is a perfectly natural thing; 
and I can readily understand wby, if be had free wool, be would 
sell it cheaper to tbe people of the country. As I have said 
before, however, the great trouble with the situation is tbat 
many of these" tariff leagues," and so forth, propaganda or:gani
zations for bigh tariff, have sent out the word to the farmers 
and to everybody else, "You must bave a high tariff upon wool, 
and you must have a high tariff upon mushrooms, and you must 
have a high tariff upon wheat, and you must have a high tariff 

pon corn, and you must have a bigh tariff upon everything 
else," until, jn my judgment, the manufacturers who are asking 
for these exorbitant bigh tariffs are really, in the long run, going 
to injure themselves. 

Mr. President, I am not going to take up much more time of 
the Senate with reference to this matter. I discussed it on a 
former occasion for several hours, went into all phasE's of it, 
and I really do not feel that anything would be accomplished 
by rehashing many of tbe statements I made before. 

No claim can be made for this high tariff in the name of 
labor. No claim can be made for this high tariff in the name of 
the consumer. No claim can be made by this high tariff in the 
name of labor, because of tbe fact that those who use the rayon 
yarn and make it into cloth, the employees engaged in that 
industry, far outnumber those engaged in the manufacture 
of the yarn itself. 

So, Mr. President, wben we consider all of the facts and 
circumstances concerning this item it does seem to me that it 
is one of the most indefensible items in the whole tariff bill 
and I sincerely trust that the r~te will be reduced, although 

I must confess tbat I am disappointed that the Senate did 
not reduce it mucb more and that tbe amendment that is 
offered, instead of making tbe rate 38 cents, did not lower it to 
as low as 30 cents or do away with the specific duty altogether. 

I_t wa,s only because of the fact that I Hstened to some of 
my friends upon tbis side, wbo urged me not to offer an 
amendment providing a lower duty, tbat I consented to with
draw the suggestion of a specific duty of 30 cents and I am 
willing at this time under tbe circumstances to 'vote for a 
duty of 38 cents. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, do I understand that the 
Senator -from Montana has consented to a specific rate of 38 
cents a, pound? 

Mr. WHEELER. I am consenting to it in this sense that 
I am withdrawing tbe amendment which I have offered ~educ
ing the rate to 30 cents, and I am doing so because of the fact 
that I felt that tbe Senator from New York and other Sen
ators would not agree to vote for as low a rate as tbat and I 
thought possibly tbey might vote for a rate of 38 cents: 

Mr. COPELAND. Then the Senator from Montana, tbe 
champion of cheap dresses for tbe women--

Mr. WHEELER. This is cheap underwear. 
Mr. COPELAND. Very well, cheap underwear-has de

cided to ac.cept a rate of 38 cents as against 45 cents, a~d all 
the rayon It would take to make a dress would weigh only a 
pound. In other words, tbe Senator is willing to take 38 cents, 
but he condemns us for proposing 45 cents, and our proposal 
would cost 7 cents on a dress. 

Mr. WHEELER. I am not condemning the Senator. Let me 
say that I am not agreeing to this. I am just tired and sick 
of bearing the Senator stand on this floor day after day plead
ing for tbese high duties, and pleading for them in the name of 
labor. I want to point out in this instance that he can not plead 
in the name of labor for this bigh duty. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I do make a plea for this 
rate in the name of labor. The Senator from Ohio a moment 
ago, if I heard bim correctly, said there were 45,000 men en
gaged in this industry in this country. There are 10,000 in my 
State. 

It was largely upon wbat the Senator from Utah said tbe 
other day that we voted for the 45-cent duty. The Senator from 
Montana bas now gotten up to 38 cents. There is just 7 cents 
a dress between the Sen a tor from Montana and me. 
· Mr. President, I have great respect for the Senator from 

Utah, and if I bave no other opportunity, I want to thank him 
now for the patience be has shown here for six or eight months. 
He has showed a degree of Christian fortitude which entitles 
him to a seat on the edge of tbe throne when he goes to heaven ; 
but I hope he will stay bere for many years to grace the Senate. 

Mr. P~·esident, I want to ask the Senator from Utah to justify 
a specific rate of 45 cents on this item, the rate which was re
ported by the committee, and I beg bim now to make the state
ment. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the House justified it in the 
hearings held before tbe Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. COPELAND. At bow much? 
Mr. SMOOT. Forty-five cents. The House acted upon the 

45-cent rate. When the bill came before the Finance Commit
tee, bearings were held, and I think they were virtually the same 
as the bearings in the House. The same people appeared and 
made tbe same kind of arguments. Tbe Finance Committee, 
after bearing tbe testimony tbat was presented to it, decided 
tbat the House was correct in providing the specific duty of 
45 cents. 

I do not think I can say any more than I did say when we 
had this item up in Committee of the ·whole. It was thoroughly 
discussed. The Senator from Montana took one side, and I pre
sented tbe case as best I could for tbe 45-cent duty. 

I want to say to the Senator now that if the information I 
have received within the last week is correct, stocks of rayon 
are being piled up. I think there are now over 10,000,000 
pounds over and above the stocks held a year ago. Tbe demand 
is nothing like it was a year ago; and tbat applies not only to 
rayon, but it applies to many other commodities, and it is due 
to the fact that the people have not the money to buy with on 
account of the condition brought about by the debacle on the 
stock exchange. 

Mr. COPELAND. And the wickedness of the Republican 
Party. 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, some may approach balf way to the 
wickedness of the Democratic Party, but ! wm not even admit 
that. 

1\Ir. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator from New 
York yield to me to ask the Senator from Utah a question? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. -
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Mr. WHEELER. The Senator from Utab will concede that 

tl.'.e Tariff Commission's figures do show tbat, as a matter of 
fact, as to the 150 denier yarns wbicb represents the bulk of the 
importations, a specific duty of 30.8 cents would be sufficient. 
I want to call attention to page 4% of their report, a copy of 
wbicb they have furnished to the Senator. · 

Mr. SMOOT. I have that. 
Mr. WHEELER. The Tariff Commission, in that report, 

states the estimated specific duty on rayon for 150 denier A 
grade as 26.7 cents. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 
Mr. WHEELER. One hundred and fifty denier B grade, 30.8 

cents. 
Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator will look at the lower part of the 

page, be will find that the transportation, insurance, and so 
forth, amount to 8.3 cents. I refer to 150 · A grade. It is 8.3 
cents, and on B grade it is 8 cents. When we add the 8 cents 
to the 30.8 cents for the 150 denier-· -

Mr. WHEELER. You can not add that. 
Mr. SMOOT. Yes; that is transportation, insurance, and so 

forth. 
Mr. WHEELER. You have $1.127 as the wholesale selling 

price for A grade and $1.078 for B grade. 
Mr. SMOOT. That is true. It seems to me 40 cents is 

justified. 
Mr. WHEELER. But the Senator does not follow the figures 

given by the Tariff Commission. What is the use of having a 
Tariff Commission, what is the use of having them make find
ings, if we are not going to follow them? 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator bas not followed them in the con
sideration of this bill. 

Mr. WHEELER. I am following them certainly with refer
ence to this item. 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly, because the Senator desires to follow 
them. 

Mr. WHEELER. Where have I not followed them? 
Mr. ·sMOOT. If the Senator wants me to go through the 

bill and show bim where he bas not, I will be glad to do so. 
Mr. WHEELER. Will the Senator show me some item on 

which I have not followed them? 
Mr. SMOOT. I am quite sure I could do so. 
Mr. WHEELER. I wish the Senator would. 
Mr. SMOOT. I will comply with the request with the great

est of pleasure. 
What I say is this: I think that, taking everything into con

sideration and the conditions existing to-day-and I have no 
doubt but that the Senator from Montana, if he inquires, will 
find out that the situation to-day is quite different from what 
it was when this report was made---

Mr. WHEELER. The goods are selling at a much lower price 
to-day. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to say that it applies to 
many other industries the same, but whenever there is a slack
ing up it is always first with the higher-priced commodities. 
Tbat, I suppose, everybody will agree to. In other words, when 
people can not buy the higher-priced products they go to the 
lower-priced. That is natural. That bas been the case in 
every part of the world and with all classes of people. 

I do not want to make tbis rate bigher than ·is necessary. 
If 40 cents is ample to protect, I do not want more than 40 
cents. Is not that fair? 

Mr. COPELAND. Perfectly. But the Senator's view is that 
that is not enough. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think when this tariff report was made it was 
enough, but conditions have changed since the report was made, 
and I think any member of the Tariff Commission will make 
that statement. · 

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator get the same reports I 
do of increasing unemployment, short hours, and lower prices 
abroad, and of the material being brought in from over there? 

Mr. SMOOT. I have letters making those statements, and 
I suppose the same class of letters the Senator is receiving. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from New 
York yield to me? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I wanted to inquire of the Senator from 

Utab, or of the Senator from New York, if a part of the changed 
conditions referred to, aside from the decrease in the price of 
rayon, have not been due to the improvement in the methods of 
manufacture by the installation of newer machinery? 

Mr. COPELAND. In the United States? 
Mr. BARKLEY. In the United States; which has increased 

the production of the article and reduced the price per unit, 
which has enabled the American manufacturers and the Euro
pean manufacturers, too, who own most of the American fac-

tories, to reduce the price without materially reducing their 
percentage o-f profit. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator understands that the sel.liiJ.g price 
of the rayon goods has greatly decreased in the last two years, 
and that is brought about by the cheaper cost of manufacturing 
the product. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is what I said. 
Mr. SMOOT. That also bas happened in all parts of 1the 

world. It has happened in Germany ; it has happened wherever 
rayon is made. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The price of $2.50 to $3 a pound was an, 
abnormal price. 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly. 
Mr. BARKLEY. And that abnormal price has gone down to 

the region of normality or normalcy, whichever it happens to 
be, or, as the old colored man said, "Nor-mal-ty," by reason 
of the improvement in the methods of manufacture, but that has 
not interfered with the profits of the manufacturers. So the 
cheapness of the goods is hardly a criterion for the fixing of the 
tariff. 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not refer to the cheapness of the good&. 
I referred particularly to the piling up of goods and the over
production of goods. The Senator knows very well that it not 
only happened in this country but it is happening in other 
countries. . Of course, whenever that happens the Senator knows 
that the manufacturer in the foreign country is not going to 
force his prices down at home when he can put an extra amount . 
of goods into some other country that does not interfere with 
his own local business. That is just as natural as life. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But that can not be charged to the tariff 
because the proportion of importations has gone down from 
about 20 per cent in 1921 to 10 per cent in 1928, so that neither 
the decline in price nor the piling up of stocks in warehouses is 
due to any increase of importations, because there has been a 
decrease. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is no decrease going on now. 
Mr. BARKLEY. There has been a gradual decrease :from 1921 

to 1929. I think the percentage of imports between those two 
years was 16 per cent, but in 1928 it hag_ declined to 10 per cent. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is taking the percentage of the amount 
made in the United States. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course; but the total quantity has been 
increaEJng all the time because we have become users of rayon. 
We have increased our demand for it. It has become a uni
versally used product, and while the consumption has grown by 
leaps and bounds, the proportion of imports has gone down by 
one-half. Tbe total imports probably might be larger for 1928 
than for some other year, but the proportion of imports as com
pared with the total consumption has gradually decreased dur
ing the last 10 years. 

M'r. SMOOT. Of course, if we should go back to the time 
when rayon was first manufactured and went into commerce, 
when the foreigners made all of it and we did not produce any 
at all, and then come on up to the time when we started to 
produce only very small quantities, we would find that naturally 
the percentage would go down. But to-day the situation is this, 
and we might as well meet it. Whether we want to take into 
consideration any tariff bill that will cover a number of years 
is for the Senate of the United States to decide. Under the 
present situation, with the purchasing power of the people of 
this class of product and the prices being cut as they are, not 
only in this country but in the world, it does seem to me that 
we ought at least to protect the industry as it exists to-day. 

As I said to the Senator, I think under the conditions existing 
to-day if we take the tariff report into consideration that was 
made months ago, 40 cents was shown by that report to be the 
correct figure. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, I do not think we ought to take 
advantage of a temporary situation to fasten upon the people 
of the United States tariff rates from under which they may 
not be able to crawl during the whole period of 10 years. That 
situation was illustrated by the fact that in 1922 the tariff rate 
on woolen clothing was fixed on the basis of a depreciated cur
rency in Great Britain, which was at that time depreciated to 
the point of about $3.25 per pound. After that the British 
Government stabilized its currency so that the rate of exchange 
was put back to the normal rate of about $4.86, and by that 
process alone automatically the tariff on those goods was in
creased about 52 per cent. 

That was a tempora_ry situation, which no doubt the Senate 
and the House thought justified putting a higher rate than 
otherwise would have been assessed against the goods. But it 
is not fair, in my judgment, to use a temporary situation 
brought about not by imports, not by lack of protection, but 
brought about by economic conditions which are wholly inde-
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pendent of any tariff action we might take, to fasten on the 
people of the United StatE',s rates which they must bear until 
there is another revision of the tariff, when it may be that 
within six months OJ a year the t emporary economic situation 
from which everybody in the country is now suffering will have 
passed and still the people will be suff-ering under the high 
rates levied upon them under the stimulus of une~ployment now 
existing, ·brought about by conditions outside of tariff legisla
tion altogether. 

Mr. SMOOT. I disagree with the Senator when he says that 
in 1922 the rates in the wool schedule were fixed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not say in the wool schedule. I said 
the tariff on ready-made woolen clothing, and that is all I 
referred to. It was true, because practically all of it came from 
England and the complaint was made, as I recall, that woolen 
clothillg was being made over there cheaply because of the 
cheapness of British money; and the tariff rate was raised 
because of that situation, which existed for only a year or two. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think the Senator is mistaken. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from New York has 

the floor. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I am very much obliged 

to all of the Senators who have participated in the debate. Cer
tainly the Senator from Utah has access to all of the figures 
which any agency of the Government can produce. Through 
his committee he is in touch with the economic conditions in 
all the industries. He justifies the 45-cent rate. 

· Here we have an industry which, in my opinion, is bound to 
become the great outstanding industry of the United States. 
We have accessible the pulpwood necessary to make the ma
terial. We have the cotton. As I understand, it takes three 
parts of pulpwood and two parts of cotton to make the material. 
It is an American product. Already we have 45,000 men and 
women employed in the industry in th~ United States. There 
is no 1·eason why that number should not be increased to 145,000. 
The popularity of this product is beyond all comprehension. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York 

yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
1\lr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. There seems to be a difference of opinion as 

to the number of people employed in the production of rayon. 
The figures which I have fix it at 26,000 for those engaged in 
the production of rayon yarn as a raw material. It may be 
that there are 45,000 eng·aged in the production of yarn and 
rayon cloth ; but how does even 45,000 compare with the number 
of employees engaged in the textile industry in · the United 
States, those who are engaged in the production of cloth and 
fabric out of the rayon yarn which is required as a raw 
material? 

Mr. COPELAND. Frankly, I am not interested whether there 
is one person born every minute or 11;4 persons born every min
ute. I do not care, for the purpose of the argument, whether 
the number of rayon employees is .45,000 or 26,000. '..rhere are 
thousands of our people engaged in that industry, and there is 
no reason why that number should not be enormously increased, 
a s it will be. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The point I am trying to bring to the atten
tion of the Senator is that while there are, we will say for the 
sake of argument, 45,000 people engage~ in the production of 
rayon raw material, there are from 1,500,000 to 2,000,000 em
ployees engaged in making textiles and using rayon as a part 
of the component ingredient that goes into the production of 
the finished product. If we were permitted to consider the 
25,000 or 45,000 engaged strictly in making rayon yarn alone 
without any effect upon the 1,500,000 or 2,000.000 engaged in 
making fabrics and clotb out of rayon yarn, the argument of 
the Senator might be forceful ; but when we consider that every 
time we add a dollar to the cost of the raw material that goes 
into the production of textiles, an industry that is probably more 
distressed now than any other industry in the United States, is 
it not fair to consider the effect this increase in the price of 
the raw material will have upon the 1,500,000 or 2,000,000 em
ployees who are working in these mills that use r ayon yarn in 
the production of the finished product? 

Mr. COPELAND. What the Senator has in mind is that as 
the numbers employed in the rayon industry increase, there 
may be a decrease in the silk industry. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; not at all. Without any increase in 
the number of men and women employed in producing rayon, 
there may be a decreaEe in the number of employees in the 
textile industry because we are making the price of the raw 
product here and therefore contributing to a still further de· 
pression in the textile industry and thereby throwing out other 
thousands of men and women who are now employed in the 
textile industry. 

Mr. COPELAND. I see the point the Senator makes. 
1\Ir. BARKLEY. For instance, there are three or four mills 

in North Carolina engaged in making rayon. There are 241 
mills in North Carolina engaged in making fabric out of rayon. 
How have we benefited North Carolina-if we might say we are 
doing it-by keeping all of the men and women employed in 
the three or four rayon mills, by keeping up the price of rayon, 
if by doing that we are still further depressing the 241 textile 

' mills using rayon yarn and throwing other thousands of em
ployees in the textile mills out of work? 

Mr. COPELAND. This is the fact, that with the develop
ment of the rayon industry there has been an amazing decline 
in the silk industry. Of course, we do not produce the raw 
material for the silk. We need not be unduly concerned in 
America because the silk industry declines, if another industry 
outstrips it, particularly a truly American industry. e have 
the raw material grown in our own country to make the rayon. 
It is essentially an American industry, and even though it 
shoulcl result in the death of the silk-textile business, it will 
mean the upbuilding in America of a great industry which will 
take over all the employees who are in the silk business and at 
the same time make a demand for our own raw products. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not concerned pJ;imarily about the 
fate of the silk industry as such. I realize that the introduction 
of rayon as a fabric out of which garments are made has largely 
taken the place of the silk industry, because women are able 
to purchase rayon garments which resemble silk at a smaller 
price than they would be able to purchase the silk itself. The 
introduction of the rayon industry has enabled the women of 
the country and of the world to enjoy an article midway -be
tween cotton and silk. By reason of this industry and this 
invention they are able to afford garments that are pleasing to 
the eye, that are comfortable to the body, and which at the 
same time afford the wearing and durable qualities probably 
that are combined in silk and cotton and wool. 

What I have in mind is not the fate of the textile mills en
gaged in the production of pure silk articles but the fate of the 
employees in the mills that are engaged in using raw rayon, 
such as I have in my hand, which is known under the old
fashioned name of a hank of rayon yarn of 150 deniers. There 
are 139 such mills in the State of Tennessee using yarn similar 
to that which I have in my hand in the production of rayon 
ai'ticles out of which all manner of clothing is made. If our 
action shall increase the price of this yarn to the 139 textile 
mills in Tennessee, and to the 241 textile mills in North Carolina, 
and to the other hundreds in all the other States where the 
textile industry exists, will we not injure the textile industry, 
and will we not injure more men and women employed in that 
textile industry than we will help in the rayon industry alone, 
by increasing to the textile mills the price of this yarn, out of 
which they are compelled to make fabrics such as I have here 
in my hand and many others which are universally used in 
the United States? 

l\Ir. COPELAND. Is that the Senator's fear? 
Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I entertain that fear. 
Mr. COPELAND. Would the Senator, because of that fear, 

seek to impose a duty so low upon rayon as to cripple the 
indush·y? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I would not. 
1\fr. COPELAND. Then, if the Senator would not do that-
Mr. BARKLEY. I am not seeking to reduce the rate; I would 

not vote to reduce the rate on rayon below the rate in the 
present law, which is 45 cents a pound, which is a fair measure 
of protection. At the price for which r ayon is selling to-day 
the equivalent ad valorem duty, based on a minimum of 45 cents 
a pound, will range from 75 per cent to 110 per cent. What 
I contend is that it is not fair to the textile industry, which 
uses raw rayon as the material out of which it makes garments, 
it is not fair to the million and a half employees engaged in 
those textile mills, it is not fair to the 95 per cent of the women 
of America to raise the price of their rayon garments by pro
viding a minimum of 45 cents a pound tariff on rayon, regardless 
of -the price of rayon in the markets of the world. That is my 
contention. 

Mr. COPELAND. But does not the Senator realize even that 
if, by any chance we should fix a rate so low upon rayon as to 
destroy the American mills, rayon is still going to be used? 
Our women have learned its value; they appreciate its cheap
ness. They are going to use it, and if we do not make it in 
America it will be imported. Then the thing which the Senator 
has in mind will come about, namely, the southern textile mills 
will suffer as he has suggested and at the same time the rayon 
factories ah·eady established in our country will be put out of 
business. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I can not understand the basis of such a 
contention, I will say to the Senator, because the rayon industry 
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is essentially an American industry. We are now producing 90 
per cent of all the rayon we use and practically 90 per cent of 
that rayon is produced by factories owned in Europe. 

One company in the United States, owned by a British con
cern, produces 54 per cent of all the rayon produced in the 
United States. Producing 90 per cent of it, as we are now 
doing, the imports having fallen off in proportion in the last 
10 years, and the European manufacturers of rayon being com
pelled to buy an American raw product, cotton linters, out of 
which in part they make their own rayon, and being com
pelled to import into their country from Sweden, Norway, and 
other northern nations ~ wood pulp which goes partly into the 
manufacture of rayon, how can those foreign manufacturers, 
under those circumstances, come in here under a tariff of 45 
cents and 50 per cent ad valorem and undersell the American
produced rayon so as to injure the American factories which 
are owned by the very European interests against which the 
Senator expresses his fear? 

Mr. COPELAND. It is very clear to me why they can do so. 
One has but to travel over mid-Europe to see great forests 
which under their system of perpetual reforestation will never 
be less. They have the wood. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But they can not use that wood without 
cotton, and they have to get the cotton from us. 

1\4". COPELAND. I will come to that. They have the wood; 
they have to buy our cotton. But when it comes to wages it 
can be put down as a pretty safe rule that the wage paid in 
America by the hour is the wage paid in Europe by the day. 

Mr. BARKLEY. On that point the Tariff Commission esti
mated that the difference in cost of producing abroad and in the 
United States was 40 per cent. That represented the difference 
in the labor cost. The average labor cost going into the manu
facture of rayon is 50 per cent; so if we take 40 per cent of 50 
per cent we get the difference in the labor cost between Europe 
and the United States. That amounts to 20 per cent. So 
according to the Tariff Commission's own figures, based upon 
a 50 per cent labor cost in the production of rayon, which I 
think is a very liberal allowance, the result is that a 20 per cent 
ad valorem duty would cover the difference in the labor cost of 
production between Europe and the United States. I do not 
think anybody contends that it would absorb the entire 45 per 
cent, but, assuming that as the percentage of labor cost, a tariff 
sufficient to cover the difference in labor cost would be 30 per 
cent, and there would still be 15 per cent ad valorem: tariff over 
and above that, which may be considered as a protective tariff 
to the American industry. 

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator wish to preserve the 
rayon industry in America? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Certainly. 
Mr. COPELAND. He does not want to take any step that 

will interfere with or hamper it? 
Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, not within reasonable limits. I 

do not say that I would not be willing to take any step that 
would hamper it if by that is meant that I would not in some 
way make it impossible for them to do injustice to the American 
people by reaping unfair and exorbitant profits. Within those 
limits I would say that I would not, of course, vote for any 
measure or any rate that I thought would seriously interfere 
with the economic condition of any business in the United 
States. 

Mr. COPELAND. Now, let us assume that we are going to 
regulate somehow the profits which are made. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I refer to exorbitant profits. 
Mr. COPELAND. I share the views of the Senator; I do 

not want them: to pile up inordinate surpluses or profits. But, 
assuming that those profits are not going to be inordinate, the 
Senator is anxious to have the industry developed as much as 
it can be and to have as many employees and do as much 
business as it can within reason. Am I right in that? 

Mr. -BARKLEY. Of course. 
Mr. COPELAND. Then the only difference in the world be

tween the Senator and myself is as to the amount of a tariff 
which represents the difference between the American cost and 
the European cost, is it not? 

Mr. BARKLEY. · If the Senator does not accept the :figures 
which I just recited to that extent, he and I differ. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, when I see an advertise
ment as I did in a newspaper yesterday of one of the great 
stores in New York saying: 

Did you ever dream you could have a hand woven, embroidered 
Russian smock for only $13.74? Of course, you did not. And you may 
never have the- opportunity again, because the duty has been raised. 
It is very unlikely that they will be offered again at such a low price. 
If you know Russian smocks you will not need to be told that they are 
beautifully made and painstakingly embroidered in red or black or red 
or blue. · 

Mr. President, I want to· have a tariff sufficiently high not to 
keep our beloved women from having hand-embroidered smocks 
but sufficiently high so that when those fair ones of ours pur
chase smocks they shall be American-made smocks and smocks 
made of A.m·erican products. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York 

yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. COPELAND. Yes. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, I myself would regret very seri

ously to see a situation brought about where the American 
women would be compelled to buy Russian smocks and wear 
them instead of what they are wearing now; but I have not 
assumed that the Russian smock was about to invade the 
American market to the extent of displac~g the beautiful gar
ments made of rayon now worn by the American women. I 
have not heard of that. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator misses the point. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I may be responsible for that or the Sena

tor from New York may be responsible. 
Mr. COPELAND. I am not seeking to have our women all 

wear Russian smocks, but since some of them are going to wear 
Russian smocks, or some other kind of smock, I want them to 
wear our kind of smock. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know what proportion of American 
women are going to wear Russian smocks, unless it be artists 
or sculptresses. The ordinary garment worn by the women of 
the United States in the household and on the street is not a 
smock, whether a Russian smock or an American garment. 

Mr. COPELAND. Let me present my friend with a picture of 
a smock. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BARKLEY. I would rather have the smock. 
However, Mr. President, I have here in my hand a clipping 

from the Daily News Record, of New York, dated Friday, March 
7, a well-known and well-recognized and reputable trade journal 
in the United States; and I have here a clipping, with the 
date line of London, March 6, which refers to a statement made 
by Mr. Courtauld, who is at the head of the British Courtauld's 
rayon trust, which owns a considerable portion of the Ameri
can rayon manufactures, in a report to his stockholders. I 
quote as follows : 

Despite persistent requests by shareholders, Samuel Courtauld, chair
man of Courtauld's (Ltd.), declined to disclose the American Viscose 
profits and sales figures at this morning's meeting of the company 
beyond stating that much more than half of Courtaulds's profits in 
1929 were dividends from America and also that th~ valuation of the 
ordinary shares of American Viscose remained the same as two years 
ago but that the preference shares had since been sold. 

Mr. Conrtauld characterized as extremely inaccurate the figures on 
American Viscose recently cited by Senator WHEELER in the United 
States Senate. 

Regardless of that, the point which I make is that the Brit
ish president of this British-owned rayon company which owns 
the American Viscose Co., making 54 per cent of all the rayon 
made in the United States, reported to his shareholders that 
more than half of the profits of this British concern were made 
in the United States of America. In view of that, I think there 
is no basis for the claim that the American rayon makers are 
now losing money or that they will lose money under the tariff 
rates that have been in effect for the last 10 years, to wit, 45 
per cent ad valorem. · 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, the Senator did not read 
the rest of the article. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator took it away from me before I 
got through. 

Mr. COPELAND. It is further stated that Mr. Courtauld de
clared: 

Overproduction imminent as a result of checked consumption last 
fall. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, overproduction is imminent, just 
as it is imminent in every other indu~try, ,because of a recession 
in the buying power of the people, which has compelled them to 
curtail their purchases, not only of rayon but of every other 
necessity of life. That is not due to the tat:llf. 

Mr. COPELAND. My friend and I have occupied the atten
tion of the Senate too long perhaps, but I want to summarize the 
question as I see it. 

Criticism was brought upon me in certain sections of my 
State because of the charge that I had attempted to materially 
increase the cost of rayon, "the poor woman's silk." I want 
to make it clear that the only difference between the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER], who is the champion of the 
poor woman's silk, and myself is 7 cents a pound. I voted for 
45 Gents, and I am going to vote again for 45 cents in view of 
wh~t the Sell!ltor f!"om _Utah has said. The Senato!: frO!!! 
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Montana ~las stated that he is going to vote for 38 cents. So, 
Mr. President, let it be clear that the difference between us is 
7 cents a pound and no more. The tariff expert over here tells 
me it takes a pound of rayon to make a woman's dress. Seven 
cents, then, is the difference between us, and on a " step-in " the 
difference would be less than 2 cents, and a -2-cent stamp would 
just about cover one of those articles, as I understand from my 

' friend the Senator from Utah. . 
Mr. BARKLEY. 1\ir. President, will the Senator yield there? 
Mr. COPELAND. No; I am not going to yield any more. I 

am about to yield the floor, and then the Senator can go on in his 
o\rn time. He will pardon me, I am sure, because I want to 
finish to attend a committee mee-ting, if he will permit me. 

I am not going to let the difference between 2 cents or 3 cents 
and 7 cents keep me from voting for a rate which is more or less 
guaranteed by the Finance Committe-e as a rate ne-cessary to 
gh·e protection to this industry. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I do not found my statement and 
my position wholly . upon what has been told me here in the 
Senate. l\lr. Kernan, whose grandfather was an honored Mem-

'ber of this body, orie of my predecessors from the State of New 
York, is in the rayon industry in Utica, N. Y. He has given 
me his word-and I accept it because I know the man-that 
they must have this much protection if the industry is to 
survive. 

I am not going to take any chance-s, for my part, of putting 
the rayon industry on the rocks or destroying it. _ Furthermore, 
I am not going to leave the Democratic Party just be-cause I am 
willing to have a tax 7 cents more than the Senator from Mon
tana· proposes on a woman's dress, and 1 or 2 cents on a piece of 
underwear. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President--
Mr. COPELAND. I know the women of my State well 

enough to know that they are unwilling to have men and women 
unemployed in the State of New York. They are- unwilling to 
have the children of these employees of the rayon factories 
without the wherewithal to buy for themselves such rayon gar
ments as we are discussing. Therefore, M:r. President, so far 
as I am concerned, I am going to vote to sustain the 45-cent 
rate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. l\Ir. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] 

has offered an amendment providing a duty of 38 cents. Would 
the offering of an amendment providing a duty of 40 cents as 
a substitute for the amendment of the Senator from -Georgia 
be in order? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understands this is a 
motion to strike out and insert. If so, the amendment would 
be in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, in order to end this con
troversy, I offer as a substitute the figures "40 cents per 
pound " instead of "38 cents per pound." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute offered by the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I hesitate to take any more 
of the time of the Senate than bas already be-en taken by me 
in the time of the Senator from New York [Mr. CoPELAND]. 
I do not know that anything I shall say or could say will in
fluence a single vote; but I am unwilling to have this schedule 
voted on without at least a word of protest on behalf of those 
who wear rayon garments in the United States. 

I am quite unable to understand the psychology of the Sen
ators who argue that when rayon was selling at $2 or $2.50 a 
pound a rate of 45 per cent ad valorem was regarded as suffi
cient, but when rayon goes down to $1.10 a pound-not on ac~ 
count of importations, but be-cause the efficiency of the industry 
bas made it possible for the industry to produce rayon and sell 
it at $1.10 a pound and make practically the same amount of 
profit that they made out of it when they sold it at $2.50 a 
pound-we are asked to put a tariff of 75 to 110 per cent ad 
valorem upon an article of such universal use and consumption 
in the United States as rayon. 

Rayon is used very largely by the women of our country. 
Ninety-five per cent of the rayon consumed in the United States 
is consumed by the American women. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. HASTING~. The Senator made some state-ment as to 

what the ad valorem duty would amount to. Does he know 
what rayon is selling for in Europe at this time? Does he 
know that it is selling for 50 cents and less? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I did not know that, and I do not know 
it yet. 

Mr. HASTINGS I am telling the Senator that that is true, 
whether he knows it or not. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The latest report I had was that the lowest 
price in Europe is 60 cents, and the lowest p_ri~e in the United 
States is $1.10. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Assuming it to be 60 cents, what will the 
ad valorem duty amount to? 

Mr. BARKLEY. If it is selling at 60 cents, a tariff of not less 
than 45 cents a pound would be almost the e-quivalent of 100 
per cent ad valorem. 

The reduction in the price of rayon in this country from $2.50 
to $1.10 bas not been brought about by importations of foreign 
rayon, because in 1921 the proportion of rayon used in the 
United States that was imported was 20 to 21 per cent. In 
1928 it was only 10 per cent; and the highest proportion in any 
year from 1921 to 1929 was 16 per cent. So over a period of 10 
years we have seen our importations of rayon decline from 20 
per cent to 10 per cent because the American manufacturer of 
rayon yarn has bee-n able to produce it by these modern methods 
of efficiency of which we hear so much and sell it at $1.10 at a 
profit to such an extent that the president of the British com
pany that owns the concern that makes 54 per cent of American 
rayon told his shareholders on the 6th day of l\larch that more 
than half of their profits were made out of the American manu
facture of rayon. 

I do not desire to see a single employee in a single rayon 
mill in the United States thrown out of employment; but while 
I am concerned about the 26,000 or the 45,000 employees in 
those mills, whichever may be the correct number-probably 
somewhere half-way between the two is more accurate-! am 
not only concerned about them, but I am concerned about the 
million and a half men and women who are working in the 
textile mills of the United States who use rayon yarn like this 
which I hold in my hand in the production of rayon cloth like 
these samples which I also bold in my hand. My contention is 
that by every dollar or by every di.ine that we raise the price 
of raw 'rayon to these textile mills, we make it more impossible 
for them to make these textile cloths and employ a million and 
a half laboring men and women ; and everybody here knows, 
because we have beard it time and time again, from the time 
the consideration of this tariff bill began until to-night, that 
there is more depression in the textile industry of the United 
States than in almost any other industry, unless it be the 
building trades, which have suffered a very severe slump in 
the last two or three years. 

To raise the price of rayon is to levy tribute upon every 
working girl in the United States who prefers rayon hosiery • 
and underwear to cotton. Many of them can not afford to 
buy the more expensive pure silk articles. They do not desire 
to wear cotton,_ because it is neither as comfortable to the body 
nor as attractive to the eye as rayon. Therefore they prefer 
the rayon garment, although they can not buy pure silk. Yet 
to raise this tariff to an equivalent of 75 per cent or 85 per cent 
or 110 per cent ad valorem is to levy tribute upon every woman 
who buys rayon hosiery, rayon dresses, rayon underwear, or 
rayon garments of any kind. It is a tribute upon every bouse
wife who buys a rayon bedspread. It is a tribute upon every 
American housewife who buys draperies for her windows, and 
for the other _beautification processes by which she undertakes 
to make her home livable and comfortable and beautiful. 

I have here a few samples of rayon cloth. Here is a dark 
gray made of cotton warp and rayon filling. · It is used as a 
lining fabric for men's clothes. Every time you increase the 
price of that you increase the price of a sui~ of clothes. 

I have here a very beautiful sa,mple of rayon goods out of 
which women make their dresses for spring and summer and 
even for winter, perhaps. This is a garment that is beautiful. 
It is soft and pliable. It is comfortable. It is made of cotton 
warp and rayon filling, and sells for 89 cents per yard. If it 
were pure silk, it would sell for $1.50 a yard. Senators can 
realize that the average woman in the spring or summer or 
autumn, going out to fill her wardrobe with the necessities of 
wearing apparel, must consider the diffe~:ence in price between 
89 cents a yard and $1.50 a yard in figuring how much her in
come may allow her to buy in the way of clothing. 

This is the raw material of the mills of which I have been 
speaking. I have not the number of these mills in all the 
States; but, as I said a while ago, there are 139 of them in 
Tennesse-e using this raw rayon yarn as a raw material out of 
which to make the-se fabrics. There are 241 of them in the 
State of North Carolina. Every textile mill in Massachusetts, 
in New England, in Georgia, in New .Jersey, or _in New York 
uses this raw rayon yarn in the production of rayon cloth. 
By every dime or dollar that we raise the price of this yarn we 
raise the price Qf tlle finished f:!l'ticle, the garment, the yard 
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cloth such as I have here as a sample; and we make it more 
impossible for the American woman to buy it, and by that means 
we make it more impossible for these mills to keep employed 
the million and a half men and women who are now working 
for them. · 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 

yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator explain 

why we have received no protests from the users of rayon yarn 
who convert the yarn into rayon cloth and rayon fabrics? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will sa,y to the Senator that I am not in a 
position from my own knowledge to give the reasons why 
they have not protested ; but I have been reliably informed 
that they are really afraid to protest, because they are more 
or less at the mercy of the men who produce the raw material 
out of which they make the finished article. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The situation, then, is 
somewhat similar to that which we have encountered in the 
case of wool. The woolen manufacturers, privately regret~ 
ting very much these increased duties on virgin wool and on 
wool rags, were unable publicly to make their protest for 
fear their duties would be pushed down. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; the same situation no doubt exists 
there. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I assume that the situation 
is somewhat the same. It is a singular thing that with that 
large number of textile industries using rayon yarn so few 
protests have come. In fact, I have received none. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 

yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. WHEELER. Let me say to the Senator that I have 

received protests. On the last occasion when this subject was 
under consideration I read a communica,tion from one large 
manufacturer and user of it, a man by the name of Bennett, 
who is protesting very vigorously. He has factories in New 
England and in other places ; and as I said a while ago, I 
talked with the representatives of some of the New England 
factories, and I know that they a,re very much interested in 
seeing this rayon duty reduced. As a matter. of fact, they felt 
that it ought to be reduced down to at least 30 cents specific. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have no doubt that those 
facts submitted by the Senator from Montana are correct, and 
account for the absence of protest on the part of the textile 
mills with reference to the increase in the price of rayon. 

Simply, as another example of the widespread use of rayon, 
I hold in my hand a pink: bedspread made of cotton warp and 
rayon filling. This retails for $4.50, and there are other types 
which retail for from $2.50 up to $12. 

This article is made of rayon. If it were made of pure cotton, 
no woman would want it. If it were made of pure silk, no 
average woman could buy it. Yet we are asked to increase 
from 45 per cent ad valorem to 75 or 100 per cent ad valorem 
the rate on the raw material which goes into the making of 
this bedspread, which the American housewife now may be 
able to buy, which she could not buy if it were made of pure 
silk, and which she would not want if it were made of pure 
cotton. 

We are asked to levy this tribute upon the womanhood of 
the Nation. We are asked to levy a tribute which will require 
them to pay more for every pair of hose, for every suit of under~ 
wear, for every sample of goods out of which they make their 
dresses, or line their coats, or drape their windows. 

So far as I am personally concerned, I think the minimum 
of 30 cents per pound would be sufficient to protect the American 
rayon industry, because rayon already bears a 45 per cent ad 
valorem duty. I think a minimum of 30 cents a pound would 
be ample protection. It would compensate for the difference in 
cost of producing this article abroad and in the United States, 
and would not result in the levying of an indefensible tribute 
upon the women of this Nation who are compelled, either by 
their circumstances or by their tastes and limitations, to buy 
rayon rather than to attempt to buy pure silk. 

Certainly I shall not vote for the 45-cent minimum. As b~ 
tween it and 38 cents, I shall vote for the 38 cents. I only 
regret that it is impossible for us to adopt a rate of not less 
than 30 cents a pound, but always, of course, being 45 per cent 
ad valorem, which is the rate carried in the present law. 

I said a moment ago that there are textile mills all over the 
United States using this raw material. I desire to call atten
tion to the States in which this raw material is produced for 
the use of these textile mills. 

In the State of Pennsylvania there is 1 company with a mill 
at Marcus Hook, 1 at Meadville, and 1 at Lewiston. They ,.,. 
are owned altogether by the British company headed by Mr. 
Courtauld, who made the report to his stockholdei.'S on the 
6th day of March. 

In the State of West Virginia, at Parkersburg, there is one 
concern--the American Viscose Co.--owned by the same B ritish 
company. How many textile mills are there in West Virginia 
and in Pennsylvania using raw rayon as a raw material out of 
which they manufacture the finished rayon product? 

In the State of ~irginia, at Richmond, the DuPont Rayon Co. 
owns one mill, and there is a mill also at Waynesboro owned 
by the same company, and that is affiliated with the Comptoir 
des Textiles Arti:ficielles of France. At Hopewell, V a., there is 
a mill owned by the International Holding & Investment Co. 
(Ltd.), who also control both French and Belgian tubize com~ 
panies. At Roanoke the American Viscose Co. owns a mill. At 
Covington there is the Industrial Rayon Co., which is an inde
pendent, but its bonds and patents are owned abroad. 

In the State of Tennessee there is the Du Pont Rayon Co., at 
Old Hickory, affiliated with the French Comptoir. At Livings- _ 
ton there is the American Glanzstoff Co., owned by the German 
Glanzstoff -Co. Also there is at Elizabethton the American 
Bemberg Co., owned by the German Bemberg Co. 

In New York, at Buffalo, there is the Du Pont Rayon Co., 
affiliated with the French Comptoir. 

At Utica th~re is the Skenandoah Rayon Co., affiliated with 
Sories de Strasbourg, which is not strictly an American concern. 

In the State of :Maryland there is a plant at Amcelle, the 
Celanese Corporation, owned by the British Celanese Corpora
tion. 

In North Carolina, at Asheville, there is the American Enka 
Co., owned by " Enka," of Holland. There are the A. M. John
son Rayon Mills at Burlington, which are not now in commer
cial operation. 

In Rome, Ga., there is a factory owned by the American 
Chatillon Co., owned by the Italian Chatillon Co. 

In the State of Ohio, at Cleveland, there is the Industrial 
Rayon Co., controlled by the Durant interests, whose bonds and 
patents are owned abroad, and they operate under foreign 
patents. Also, in Cleveland there is the Acme Rayon Co., which 
also operates under foreign patents. 

In Delaware, at New Castle, there is the Delaware Rayon 
Co., which is an independent, but pays royalties abroad on 
patents. 

In Connecticut, at Rocky Hill, there is the Belamose Co., 
which operates nnder patents owned abroad. 

In New Bedford, Mass., there is the New Bedford Co., owned 
by the Delaware Rayon Co. 

In other words, I have given the list of the factories of the 
United States making this raw rayon material, and yet if I had 
the complete list I have no doubt that it would run into the 
thousands of American textile mills which use the products of 
these factories owned abroad ana not in the United States. Yet 
we are asked, in behalf of them, to levy tribute upon the Amer
ican textile industry, to levy a tariff of not less than 75 per cent 
and in some cases 100 per cent ad valorem on this article of 
universal consumption and necessity throughout the United 
States. 

So far as I am concerned, I can not vote for the 45 per cent 
or for the 40 per cent, and if there is any lower rate offered than 
38, I will vote for that. But if it comes to a choice between 38 
and 45, I shall vote for the 38. 
· Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, awhile ago, when I offered 
a sub~titute for the amendment of the Senator from Georgia, 
providing for 40 cents, I did so under the apprehension that the 
matter might be immediately disposed of. It has not been, and 
I therefore withdraw the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Tennessee with
draws the amendment. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, I have listened with much 
interest to the speech of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARK
LEY]. I must confess that it is not at all a new speech. It is 
the same kind of speech that has been made by the Senator from 
Kentucky upon every subject that has been considered in con~ 
nection with the pending tariff bill. It makes little difference 
what is the article, whether it be clothespins or something else, 
he finds there is a tribute to be paid by the American public. 
If it be mustard seed, then he is afraid those . who use mustard 
plasters will have to pay an additional amount for the mustard 
plaster they use in order to cure their headaches. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I am afraid the Senator has 
not listened to me accurately and attentively, because I made no 
speech on mustard seed at all. 
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Mr. HASTINGS. I assume that if the Senator did not make 

one it was because he did not have the opportunity. I am sure 
I stated his position with respect to it. 

M'r. BARKLEY. The Senator's assumptions in that regard 
are just as far afield as with reference to anything else he has 
stated. 

Mr. HASTINGS. If the Senator from Kentucky has been for 
a tariff on anything, I can not recollect what it was. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have uniformly been for the rates in the 
1922 act, about which the Republicans have been boasting for the 
last eight years; and only in one instance have I voted to reduce 
the rates below those of 1922. 

Mr. HASTINGS. I will read the rayon schedule in the act 
of 1922 in a moment or two. My clear recollection is that an 
effort was made to frighten the Senate when we were consider
ing the tariff on window glass because· of the possibility of it 
costing more to build a hospital in Kentucky. It makes little 
difference, I presume, whether it be window glass, hether it 
be PQttery, whethe'r it be pig iron, or whether it be rayon, the 
Senator from Kentucky always finds a way in which to convince 
people that a tribute is being levied upon the American people. 

It is all right to speculate uPQn a tariff that has not been 
tried and tested, it is all right to speculate, as all of us must 
necessariJy do, when we put a new tariff on a new article. It 
is difficult for anyone to say distinctly and positively how much 
of an effect it will have upon the American public and how much 
more the customer will have to pay for the article. That is 
not true, I submit to the Senate, with respect to rayon, because 
for as much as eight years we have seen rayon with a tariff 
on it equal to that which is now requested, and we have seen 
the price being reduced from $2.75 to $1.15. 

I ask the Senator from Kentucky- to produce any bit of evi
dence, any suspicion of evidence, that will tend to p'rove that if 
this tariff is placed on rayon at this time there is any possibility 
of increasing the price of rayon. 

I say that it is possible, in certain instances, to speculate upon 
what effect a tariff -will have upon the consumer. I say it is 
impossible to speculate upon it when it comes to considering the 
question of rayon. 1 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the Senators says, by infer
ence, I suppose, that an increase in the tariff' on rayon will not 
result in an increase in the price. By analogy, I suppose, he 
would contend that a tariff would not increase the price of any 
article where the tariff is increased. Is that the Senator's 
contention? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I contend that we have in this instance 
positive evidence that it does not, because the price of rayon has 
been reduced, under the existing tariff, from $2.55 to $1.15. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It has been reduced because of the efficient 
processes by· which the American manufacturer has been able 
to produce it, without a reduction of his profits, it has not been 
reduced by compulsion on account of imports. 

Mr. HASTINGS. And the American producer of this article 
was able to put in that new system because he was protected 
by a Republican tariff, placed on the statute books by the 
Republican Party. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Why is not the Senator from Delaware con
tent to leave the protective tariff where it was placed by the 
Republican Party in 1922, under which the Senator has been 
boasting in every campaign speech he has made of the prosperity 
brought about by the tariff of 1922? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I will read the provision as to rayon in the 
act of 1922 to the Senator from Kentucky, if he does not already 
know it; but I assumed that when the Senator made his speech
he knew what the 1922 tariff' provision was. If he does not 
know, I will read it to him. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr.. President, I would like to call the 
Senator's attention to the fact--

Mr. HASTINGS. Just a moment until I read this, because I 
do not want to get away from the Senator from Kentucky until 
he finds out what the 1922 tariff' on rayon was. The provision 
reads: 

Yarns, threads, and filaments of artificial or imitation silk, or of 
artificial or imitation horsehair, by whatever name known and by what
ever process made, if singles, 45 cents per pound ; if advanced beyond 
the condition of singles by grouping or twisting two or more yarns 
together, 50 cents per pound; products of cellulose, not compounded, 
whether known as visca, cellophane, or by any other name, such as are 
ordinarily used in braiding or weaving and in imitation of silk, straw, 
or similar substances, 55 cents per pound ; but none of the foregoing 
yarns, threads, or filaments, or products of cellulose shall pay a less 
rate of duty than 45 per cent ad valorem. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield now? 
Mr. HASTINGS. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. A 45 per cent ad valorem duty was put on 

·rayon in 1922, and a 45 cents specific duty was put on in 
1922. The Senator does not now contend, does he, that the 45 
ce:nts specific duty does not equal a much higher ad valorem 
duty now than it did in 1922? 

Mr. HASTINGS. At the time the 45-cent specific duty was 
·put on, in 1!}22, rayon was being sold in Europe for $1.60 per 
pound. It is being sold in Europe now at 50 cents per pound. 
·The 45-cent ad valorem duty, with a specific duty of 45 cents 
per pound, is not unreasonable, and will not in any sense 
increase the price to the consumer in this country. There is no 
evidence of that, notwithstanding the interesting speeches we 
have heard from the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. B.ARK:r..EY] 
and the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. WHEELER. Will the Senator contend that if we take 
off the 45-cent specific duty it would not reduce the price to the 
American public? Will the Senator answer that question? 

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes; I will answer it, but I do not propose to 
answer the Senator's question " yes " or " no " because if I do he 
will have me in a place where I do not want to be. [Laughter.] 
I want to answer the Senator1s question in my own way. Cer
tainly I will answer it, and I will answer it in this way. The 
Senator may speculate all he pleases on things that have not 
been tried, but here we have an illustration of the tariff reduced 
from $2.75 to $1.15, and I predict that on that particular thing 
the . Senator can not frighten the American people by trying to 
make them believe the price is going to be increased. 
· Mr. WHEELER. Will the Senator now answer my question? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I have forgotten what it was. [Laughter.] 
Mr. WHEELER. I asked the Senator, if we took off the 45 

cents specific duty, whether it would not lower the price to the 
American public? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I do not think so. 
Mr. WHEELER. The Senator does not think so? 
Mr. HASTINGS. No; I do not. 
Mr. WHEELER. In other words, the Senator thinks that 

if we took off the 45 cents specific duty the price would remain 
as it is to-day? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I think there is sufficient competition in 
the rayon industry in America to take care of the American 
public. That is what I think. Does that answer the Senator's 
question? 

Mr; WHEELER. Certainly not. The Senator has not an
swered my question nor has he attempted to answer it. I want 
to call the Senator's attention to this fact. He said that under 
this tariff' the American manufacturer bas made great advances 
in the production of the article. The Senator contends that 
the American manufacturer by reason of the tariff has been 
able to build up the industry. 

Mr. HASTINGS. That is right. 
Mr. WHEELER. I agree with him. He likewise contends 

that the American manufacturers' inventions have assisted in 
cheapening the article. 

Mr. HASTINGS. No; that was the argument of the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]. 

Mr. WHEELER. Then the Senator does not contend that 
at all? 

Mr. HASTINGS. No; but I am not denying it. It may be 
true. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let me call the attention of the Senator 
from Delaware to the fact · that practically every one of the 
American manufacturing companies is either owned outright 
by German or English or French interests, or else controlled 
by them. · 

Mr. HASTINGS. I do not care who owns them or controls 
them just so we have the industry employing American . labor 
and paying them reasonable wages and selling to the American 
customers at reasonable prices. I do not care whether they 
are owned in the United States or in Germany or in Belgium or 
in China or in Montana. It does not make any difference to . 
me. 

Mr. WHEELER. Then I assume the Senator does not care 
whether the money that is paid in the form of the exorbitant 
profits which are being made in this country from American 
women and from American laboring men are shipped abroad to 
Great Britain, to Germany, to Italy, and to France? 

Mr. HASTINGS. No; I am glad to have them operating in 
this country employing American labor. I am glad to have it 
all the time. 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, but the Senator knows, if he knows 
anything at all about the industry, that this industry which 
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has been afforded the bigbest . protedion is paying tl:le Amer
ican laboring man the most miserable wages of almost any in
·dustry in the Unit-ed States, and it is doing that nnder this 
45-cent specific duty which the Senator is in favor of retaining. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Of course, if I denied that, it would simply 
be a question ·between the Senator :and myself. I have no.t the 
figures here, but I am ·satisfied they are paying a -reasonable 
wage to the American workingman. 

Mr. WHEELER. Of course, I appreciate the fact that the 
Senator perhaps is perfectly willing to have women working 
in the mills down in Tennessee for $8~ .$9, $10, or $11 a week, 
working nights and working 54 hours a week. I presume the 
Senator does not know anything about the conditions tl:).at have 
existed there. 

Mr. HASTINGS. What •has that to do with the tari.fr on 
rayon? 

Mr. WHEELER. I think it bas a great deal to do with it. 
When these great industries come here pleading in the na.me 
of labor ;for a higher tariff and we can show that they have 
amassed great profits and great wealth, and when we can show 
that while they have been doing that they have been grinding 
down American labor and shipping their profits to foreign coun
tries, I think it has something to do with the tariff. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Is that in the rayon industry ln the .South? 

Mr. WHEELER. 'That lis in the rayon industry itself. 
· Mr. HASTINGS. Is that owned by •Germans'? 

Mr. WHEELER. It is owned by Germans down in Elizabeth
ton, Tenn., where they are striking at this moment for a decent 
living and for a decent wage. 

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 should like to join the Senator at -any 
time to relieve that situation, but I do not think we can do it 
by this amendment. 

Mr. WHEELER. I run not sure that we can not ·help it by 
raising this duty, but I am sure that when the Senator has had 
an ·opportunity to relieve the situation he has not been -very 
anxious to do so; or, rather his colleagues on the Republican 
side of the ·chamber who have had an opportunity to investi-· 
gate conditions down the1·e and have refused to go into the 
situation. 

Mr. P~esident, "I desire to have inserted in the RECORD at this 
point a chart of comparative domestic and foreign selling prices 
based on Tariff Commission figures, and likewise I desire to 
have inserted in connection with it an explanation of the chart 
of domestic and imported ·rayon prices. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (l\Ir. JoHNSON in the cllair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

Chart of comparatite domesti.c and foreign aelling prices baaed on Tariff Commiasion figures 

FIRST TA.BLE. l.---sUBMITTED TO THE SENATE M 3HE REQUEST OF S&NATOR SMOOT BY THE T.ARIIT COMMISSION 

Landed .cos.t Landed cost Wholesale selling price of domes-
plus esti- tic and imported yarns 

Trans porta- Landed cost Importers' including mated re- Equivalent 
Average tion, insur- exclusive of 'Charges and importers' quired Estimated per cent ad 

Type of yarn dutiable ance, etr., duty and _profits, 8 charges and specific duty Domestic net Specific duty valorem of 
value 5 per cent importers' per cent &."penses (without im- Net less 5 per cent required 2 estimated 

charges (8 per cent) porters' ex- List oess 25r quantity specific duty 
but no duty penses) cent discount 

4 5 6 7 8 9 · 10 11 12 

150 A-------------- 0. 74 0.037 0. Tl7 Not given.. __ Not given.. __ Not given ___ 1.15 1.127 Not given.. __ 0.35 Not given. 
150 B-------- ------- . 657 .033 .69 _____ do. _____ _____ do ______ _ ____ do ______ 1.10 1.078 _____ do _____ .388 Do. 
300 A--------------- .571 .029 .60 _____ do._---- _____ do ______ _____ do. _____ 1.00 .98 _____ do ______ .38 Do. 
300 B--------------- .49 .024 .514 

_____ (lo ______ ____ do ______ ____ _ do __ ---- .95 . 931 _____ do ______ • ·417 Do . 

SECOND TABLE-SUBSEOUENTLY SUBMITTED BY 'THE TAlUFF COlDUSSION AS "PAGE 4 1-2 TO THEm ORIGINAL REPORT 

150 A ____ ----------- 0. 74 0.037 0. 777 0.083 Not given ___ 1. 044 1.15 1.127 Not given_ __ 0.267 36. 08 
150 B--------------- .·657 .033 .69 .080 _____ do ______ .998 1.10 1.078 _____ do ______ .308 46.88 
300 A--------------- .571 .029 .60 .073 _____ do _____ .907 .1.00 .98 _____ do ______ 

.307 53.77 
300 B--------------- .49 .024 .514 .069 _____ do ______ .862 .95 .931 _____ do ______ .3!7 70.82 

THIRD TABLE-PROPER ll'ABLE IN .ACCORDANCE WITH TABIJ'i' COJl:W.SSION'S .FIGURES AND TAKING INTO CONSIDERATTON nrE 5 PER CENT QUANTITY DISCOUNTS 

150 A---------------- 0. 74 0.037 0. 777 0. 079 0.856 Not given ___ L 15 ~.127 1. 07 0. 2137 128.87 
150 B--------------- .657 .033 .69 .076 . 766 _____ do ______ 

1.10 1.078 1.024 .258 139.13 
300 A---------------- .571 .029 .60 .069 .669 _____ do _______ 1.00 .98 . 931 .262 4 45.88 
300 B---------------- .49 .024 .514 .066 .58 _____ do ______ .9.5 . 931 .885 .305 • 62. 24 

1 Tariff Commission footnote to Table 1 stated: "The differenCe indicated in the last column of the above table [column 11 of this chart] would be still less if the 5 per cent 
quantity order discount were subtracted from the domestic net price and also if allowance were made for importers overhead and profit." 

J Tariff Commission still neglect to subtract the 5 per cent q~tity discount from domestic prices; therefore the figures in column No. 11 of this table are too high_ by that 
amount. 

a These two comprised '62 per cent of rayon imports for 1929. 
C. These two comprised 1.8 per cent of rayon imports for 1929. 
N OTE.-The figures in all of the above tables .refer only to market or selling prices an~ show no comparison of costs of production. On the basis of selling prices, column 

11 in Table 3 shows that from 25 to 30 cents per pound would be a full and adequate protection to the domestic producer. 

NOTES AND EXPLANATION OF CHART OB' DOMESTIC AND IMPORTED RAYON 

PRICES 

The two tables on rayon yarns furnished by the Tariff Commission 
are difficult to compare as the columns are -not arranged in correspond
ing order. For the purpose of quick reference and ease in understand
ing the order of the columns has been rearranged in the accompanying 
chart so that like columns will be under one another in the respective 
tables. The figures used in the first two tables are only the figures 
given by the Tari1f Commission. 

An explanation of the · origin and meaning of the figures in each 
column is as follows: 

Column No. 1 : Size and quality of the principal items falling under 
the specific duty. One hundred and 1lfty denier A and B constitute the 
bulk of both imports and domestic 'COnsumption. Three hundred ilenier 
A and B represent only 1.8 per cent of the 1929 imports. 

C<>lumn No. 2: "Average dutiable value" is taken ·from the :foreign 
invoices, is the price paid by the importers, and is the price on which 
ad valorem duty would be computed. 

Column No. 3: .. , Transportation 1Dsurance, etc. (8 -per cent)" covers 
-cost of bringing tbe yarn across the -ocean, -and 1B paiq lby 'the importer 
in addition to the foreign price of the yarn. 

Column No. 4: " Landed cost·, exclusive of duty and importers' 
charges " is the sum of columns 2 and 3. 

Column No. 5: "Importers' charges and profits (8 per cent)." This 
covers importers' overhead, including selling expenses, trucking, :ware
housing, freight to consumer's mill, and profit. 

Column No. 6: "Landed cost, including importers' charges and ex
penses (8 per cent), but no duty" is the sum of columns 4 and 5. 

Column No. 7: "Landed cost, plus egtlmated required specific duty!' 
This column of figures, used only in the Tarili Commission's second 
table, is really superfluous. It is the sum of columns 4 and 11, but 
without iiDl?orters' charges and expenses. 

-column No. 8 : " Wholesale selling price of domestic and imported 
yarns" is the published list price, without consideration of discounts 
or cut prices. 

Column No. 9: This is column 8 less 2 per cent cash discount. 
(It is trade custom to sell rayon yarn subject to a discount of 2 per 
cent for -payment within 30 days from date of inV{)ke.) 

Column No. 10 : This is co1umn 9 less the usual 5 per cent quantity 
discount given by the domestic producer. 

Column No. ~1: "Estimated speciiic duty required." This is arrived 
at di.tt:erently in the three tables. In table No. 1 it is the di.IIerence 

!.. 



5202 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN ATE MARon 13 
between (a) the landed cost, exclusive of duty and exclusive of im
porters' charges (shown in column 4) and (b) the sel1ing price 
of domestic yarns, less 2 per cent cash discount (shown in column 9). 
The Tariff Commission, in their paragraph following this table No. 1, 
clearly indicate that these figures justly should be reduced by deducting 
both the 5 per cent quantity discount on domestic prices and also 
deducting the amount of importers' charges and profits. Therefore, the 
estimated specific duties in table No. 1 are too high by these amounts. 

In table No. 2 the "estimated specific duty required," as shown in 
column No. 11, is the difference between (a) the landed cost (exclusive 
of duty and exclusive of importers' charges) (shown in column No. 4) 
plus the importers' charges (shown in column No. 5) and (b) tlle 
domestic price less 2 per cent cash discount (shown in column No. 9). 
In this table the Tariff Commission have corrected their figures to 
include the importer's expenses, and therefore have reduced by that 
amount their estimate of the specific duty required; but still do not 
subtract the 5 per cent quantity discount allowed by domestic producers, 
and their estimated specific duty required still is too high to that extent. 

In table No. 3 the "estimated specific duty required" (shown 1n 
column No. 11) is the difference between (a) the landed cost (exclusive 
of duty and including importers' charges) (as shown in column No. 6) 
and (b) the net domestic price (shown in column No. 10). If therefore 
we are to base our tariff rate on selling prices rather than on costs of 
production, at the risk of supporting exorbitant and monopolistic prices, 
these figures shown in table No. 3, column No. 11-, are the highest spe
cific rates that could be justified and show t1:1at 25-cent to 30-cent per 
pound specific duty is all that is needed to support such a pri~ level. 

Column No. 12: "Equivalent ad valorem of estimated specific duty." 
These percentages are obtained by dividing the figures in column No. 2 
into the figures in column No. 11. 

Column No. 12 shows how deceptive is a specific rate of duty .and how 
high it actually is on an ad valorem basis. 

Since 1922 the basic minimum rate has been 45 per cent ad valorem. 
A specific rate of 30 cents per pound still would equal far more than 
45 per cent ad valorem. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I suggest the absenc~ of a 
quorum. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator from Georgia 
withhold the suggestion for just a moment? 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly. 
Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent that when the Senate 

concludes its business to-day it recess untilll o'clock to-morrow 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. BARKLEY. 1\ir. President, in view of the fact that the 
Senator from Delaware [1\ir. HAsTINGS] stated that rayon is 
selling in Europe for 60 or 70 cents a pound, I desire to call 
attention to a statement from the Tariff Commission showing 
the average valuation of the prices of Class A 150-denier rayon 
yarn imported into the United States without payment of duty 
at 74 cents for the year 1929. When we add the duty to that 
figure it amounts to about $1.20 per pound for the imported 
rayon, 150-denier Class A, which is even higher than the $1.10 
or $1.15 for which the Senator said it is now selling in the 
United States. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I would like to call atten
tion also to ·the fact that the labor cost of the American Viscose 
Co. was something like 47 cents, as shown by taking their out
put of labor and dividing it by the number of laboring men they 
employ. 

Mr. HARRISON. 1\fr. President, will the Senator from 
Georgia withhold his suggestion of the absence of a quorum for 
a moment longer? 

Mr. GEORGE. Very well. 
Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator from Utah if he 

does not think it a very proper time to submit a unanimous-con
sent request to limit debate from now on to the end of the 
controversy? 

Mr. SMOOT. I intend to make such a request to-morrow. 
Mr. HARRISON. Why does the Senator wait until to

morrow? Why not submit the request to-night? 
Mr. SMOOT. The reason is that there is one Senator who 

has requested of me that I should never submit a unanimous
consent request without first calling a quorum. I do not want 
to take the time to do that to-night. 

Mr. HARRISON. But the point of no quorum has already 
been made and the Senator from Georgia has kindly withheld 
the suggestion for the time being. Can not the Senator then 
submit his request so that we may get rid of the bill? 

Ur. SMOOT. I will see how many Senators respend when 
the quorum is called. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I do not think 
there is any occasion for complaint about the manner in which 
the bill has been considered in the Senate to-day. I think we 
have made a great deal of progress in the last day or two. The 
pending amendment is one of the most important in the bill. 
I think that many consider it really the most important amend
ment in the whole bill, and we have only spent about an hour 
and a half debating it. There are other important amendments 
upon which we ought to be able to spend a reasonable time. I 
agree that heretofore there has been a great deal of time wasted, 
but I do not think there is any occasion now for putting a limit 
upon debate. 

The ~RESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE] has suggested the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, before the roll is called may I 
say that I agree with the suggestion of the Senator from Missis
sippi [Mr. HARRISON]. We have heard to-day some matters 
gone over three or four times just as they were discussed when 
the bill was in Committee of the Whole. I think I recall one 
speech that was an hour and a quarter long, and some other 
rather lengthy speeches, too. If we are going to discuss these 
questions over and over again like they were discussed in Com
mittee of the Whole, we will be at work on the bill for two or 
three weeks yet. I think we ought to finish it in four or five 
days. 

To-morrow when the Senator from Utah suggests a limitation 
upon deb-ate, and a Senator rises to discuss an amendment, let 
the question be propounded to him as to whether or not the mat
ter was fully discussed in Committee of the Whole, and if so in
quire if he will agree to a limitation upon debate. If not, then 
we must reach the point where we will move to lay such matters 
upon the table. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I would like to make this sug
gestion to the Senator from Alabama and to other Senators 
who are seeking a limitation upon debate. When we get 
through with the amendments made in Committee of the Whole 
the bill will be open to amendment, and there are some amend
ments which will be offered that have never been debated. So 
far as I am concerned, I am willing to vote without any further 
debate on every amendment that has been made as in Com
mittee of the Whole, but some amendments are very likely to 
be offered that will be practically new propositions and we ought 
not to cut off debate on them. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I would make an exception in a case like that, 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I think it ought to ·be stated 

that the time we are spending now on these matters is time 
wasted in view of the fact that those who were defeated in 
Committee of the Whole were not satisfied "\\ith having the 
amendment threshed out there and acted .upon, b-ut they have 
come here for a further discussion of the very things that were 
discussed for weeks in Committee of the Whole. If anyone's 
amendment was defeated in Committee of the Whole, then he 
comes here when the bill is in the Senate and wants to discuss 
it all over again. 

So far as I am concerned, where I am interested in an 
amendment which was debated in Committee of the Whole and 
the minority, being dissatisfied with the action. there, seeks to 
reopen the question and di cuss 1t, now that the bill is in the 
Senate, I propose to exercise my right to discuss it in the same 
way. I am as anxious to get through with the bill as anybody. 
I am as sick of it as anybody ; and I think I am going to be 
still sicker by the time we get through with the bill in the Senate. 
But I am not going to sit silently by and allow those who 
were defeated in Committee of the Whole to discuss the amend
ments again, and then allow them to be voted on without some 
rebuttal statement by some of us who are opposed to their 
position. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not understand that the Senator would 
object to a limitation of debate when it applies to all alike? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Oh, no; but the constant complaint is made 
that we have discussed all of these amendments previously, that 
they were fully considered in Committee of the 'Vhole, and I 
simply want it understood that most of that complaint is at 
the instance and upon the demand of those who were defeated 
in Committee of the Whole and who are trying now to rever c 
the action of the Senate taken as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. SMOOT. That would be the natural thing. Those who 
are defeated, of course, are the only ones who really want to 
have another chance. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It could have gone to conference, and let 
the conferees adjust the differences between the House and the 
Senate, and we would bave had this bill out of the Senate 
long ago. 

., 
• 



t930 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5203 
Mr. FESS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala

bama yield to the Senator from Ohio? 
Mr. HEFLIN. I yield. 
Mr. FESS. I think the suggestion which has been made 

ought to be seriously considered. I do not understand the 
Senator from Mississippi to ask that the debate be limited on 
every item from now on, but there are 32 amendments left on 
which a separate vote has been reserved. Some of them are 
quite important and others are not so important; probably some 
of them may not be controversial at all. It seems to me that 
the Senate should receive with approval the suggestion that as 
to each item on the list a limitation of debate be sought, and 
if that can not be had, then go ahead. I think, however, if the 
chairman of the committee would feel free to ask for a limita
tion of debate on each item as we go along, and the request 
were granted, that we would get along pretty w-ell. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That was my suggestion. I want to say to 
the Senator from Kentucky that I bad no idea of yielding time to 
a Senator who favors an amendment and then turning off those 
who want to reply. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not attributing such a suggestion to 
the Senator from Alabama; I did not have him in mind. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I wanted to say that if, for instance, we 
should limit debate to five minutes on a given proposition any 
Senator could speak five minutes on one side, another on the 
other side of the question could reply to him, and so with other 
Senators. If we would do that we would soon get through with 
the bill; but if we do not put a limitation on debate--we have 
seen it every day and every night-some Senator will get up 
and talk about an amendment, and some other Senator will ask 
a question and will hold the floor for an hour or so, and when 
we have got through we have gone over the same thing we have 
already gone over time and time again. 

Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. McKELLAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala

bama yield ; and if so, to whom? 
Mr. HEFLIN. I yield first to the Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I simply wish to say that we started in a 

few days ago with a program of limiting debate. We agreed 
unanimously to limit debate to 15 minutes on a number of 
amendments, until we came to cement; then there was no limi
tation on the debate, and there bas been none since. I do not 
know just who may be responsible for that, but it so happened 
that when we reached cement nobody made any effort to limit 
debate, and none has been made since, I will say to the Senator 
from Alabama, and I think he will agree with me. 

Mr. SMOOT. There was no time taken on cement; we acted 
on it yesterday without any discussion. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, certainly we have ex
hausted debate on the amendment now pending. Can we not 
have a vote on the amendment? Let us have a vote now. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I have no objection. 
Mr. BORAH. Mr. President--
Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. BORAH I was going to suggest that we try to put a 

limitation upon the d,ebate as to whether we will limit debate. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia has 

suggested the absence of a quorum. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their nam·es : 
Allen George Keyes 
Baird Glass La Follette 
Barkley Goff McCulloch 
Black Goldsborough McKellar 
Blaine Grundy McMaster 
Blease Hale McNary 
Borah Harris Metcal1 
Bratton Harrison Norbeck 
Bl'ock Hastings Norris 
Brookhart Hatfield Nye 
Broussard Hawes Oddie 
Capper Hayden Phipps 
Connally Hebert Pine 
Copeland Heflin Pittman 
Cutting Howell Robinson+,Ind. 
Dill Johnson Robsion, Ay. 
Fess Jones Schall 
Fletcher Kean Sheppard 

Shortridge 
Smoot 
Steiwer 
Sulliyan 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idabo 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-nine Senators have answered 
to their names. A quorum is present. The question is on the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] 
to the amendment adopted as in Committee of the Whole. 

1\Ir. GEORGE. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
.Mr. BRAT'l'ON. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. BRATTON. I nsk that the substance of the amendment 

be stated at the desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. - The amendment will be reported. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 183, paragraph 1301, rayon, in 

line 25, it is proposed to strike out "45" and insert "38," so 
that it will read : 

That none of the foregoing shall be subject to a less duty than SS 
cents per pound. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Georgia to the amend
ment adopted as in Committee of the Whole. 

1\Ir. GEORGE and Mr. HASTINGS asked for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HAYDEN (when his name was called). On this question 
I have a pair with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. GREENE], 
wb!ch I transfer to the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
AsHURST] and vote "yea." 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana (when his name was called). I 
have a general pair with the junior .Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STEPHENS] . I find I can transfer that pair to the junior 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. WALCOTT]. I make that transfer 
and will vote. I vote "nay." 

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] to the 
Senator from Vermont [1\Ir. DALE] and vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. BLEASE (after having voted in the affirmative). I have 

a pair with the junior Senator from Connecticut [1\lr. W ALC<YIT]. 
I transfer that pair to the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
THOMAS] and let my vote stand. 

Mr. GLASS. I have a pair with the senior Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. BINGHAM], but being assured that he would 
vote as I shall vote, I vote "nay." 

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. GILLET!'] with the 

senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS]; 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. GoULD] with the Senator from 

Utah [Mr. KING]; 
The senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN] with the 

junior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OVERMAN] ; 
The junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. GLENN] with the junior 

Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CARaWAY]; 
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. MosES] with the 

Senator from Iowa [Mr. STECK]; 
The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. RANSDELL] with the Sena

tor from North Dakota [Mr. FRAZIER] ; and 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REED] with the Senator 

from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]. 
The result was announced-yeas 31, nays 38, as follows: 

Barkley 
Black 
Blaine 
Blease 
Borah 
Bratton 
Brookhart 
Capper 

Allen 
Baird 
Brock 
Broussard 
Copeland 
Fess 
Glass 
Goff 
Goldsborough 
Grundy 

Connally 
Cutting 
Dill 
Fletcher 
George 
Harris 
Harrison 
Hawes 

YEAS-31 
Hayden 
Heflin 
Howell 
Johnson 
La Follette 
McMaster 
Norbeck 
Norris 

NAYS-38 
Hale Metcalf 
Hastings Oddie 
Hatfield Pbipp~ 
Hebert Pine 
Jones Robinson+.-Ind. 
Kean Robsion, Ay. 
Keyes Schall 
McCulloch Shortridge 
McKellar Smoot 
McNary Steiwer 

NOT VOTING-27 
Ashurst Gillett Overman 
Bingham Glenn Patterson 
Caraway Gould Ransdell 
Couzens Greene Reed 
Dale Kendrick Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen King Shipstead 
Frazier Moses Simmons 

Nye 
Pittman 
Sheppard 
Trammell 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Wheeler 

Sullivan 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Townsend 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Waterman 
Watson 

Smith 
Steck 
Stephens 
Thomas, Okla. 
Wagner 
Walcott 

So the amendment of Mr. GEORGE to the amendment adopted 
as in Committee of the Whole was rejected. · 

Mr. HAWES subsequently said: Mr. President, I cast a vote 
in error on the last roll call, having forgotten my pair with my 
colleague, the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. PATTERSON]. 
l ask that that r ecord be changed. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I move that the rate be made 40 
cents . 

The VICN PRESIDENT. The question is on the amen<.lment 
offered by the Senator from Virginia [1\Ir. GLAss]. 

Mr. GLASS. On that I ask for the yeas and nays. 
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:Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I desire to be heard for just ~fiban 

a minute. 
Sheppard 
Swanson 
Trammell 

Tydings 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 

Wheeler 

One of the biggest rayon mills in the country is in my State. 
I have considered this tariff fairly and honestly. There is no 
justification under the facts for a specific duty of more than 
30 cents per pound. E"V"en the Tariff Commission has said that 
38 cents was liberal to the manufacturer; and yet, in the face 
of that, the Senate has refused to reduce this specific duty to 
38 cents upon an article that is to-night the aluminum of the 
wardrobe of every woman in America, in a tariff that will be 
generally effective. Such tariffs as those on cement and brick 
and lumber are effective only locally. This tariff will be 
effective generally throughout the Nation upon every user of 
rayon. 

I have not a great deal of interest in voting for a reduction to 
40 cents specific duty when it is admitted here to-night on this 
floor by the spoke man of the rayon industry-that is, the Sena
tor who advocated th~ high duty ; I say that without meaning 
any offense-that rayon to-day is being made in Europe, I be
lieve he said, at 50 cents a pound. Therefore, 40 cents a pound 
is a duty of 80 per cent, whereas upon the finest woolen yarn 
made on earth there is an ad valorem duty of 45 per cent. 
Cotton has as its maximum protection upon yarn 32 per cent, 
as it actually :figures out, in no case exceeding 37 per cent; and 
even silk-and this is only artificial silk-even silk is protected 
by a duty of only 40 and 45 per cent upon singles and ply yarns 
or dyed yarns, respectively. · 

So 40 cents does not make any strong appeal to me, I say, 
because it amounts, as we vote it, to an 80 per cent ad valorem 
duty upon the aluminum of the wardrobe of the American 
woman, and the most prosperous industry, barring none, in the 
United States at this time. It could buy, sell, and throw over
board, unit for unit, all of the other textiles combined. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS] 
to the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. On 
that amendment the yeas and nays have been demanded. Is the 
demand seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). I have a non
transferable pair with the enior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BINGHAM]. If I were at liberty to vote I should vote " yea." 

Mt·. HAWES (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with my colleague the junior Senator from :Missouri [Mr. 
P A'ITERSON]. If at liberty to vote, I should vote "yea," and he 
would vote "nay." 

Mr. HAYDEN (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as before, I vote " yea." 

M1·._ ROBINSON of Indiana (when his name was called). 
Reannouncing my general pair with the junior Senator from 
Mi sissippi [Mr. STEPHENS], I withhold my vote. If at liberty 
to vote, I ::;hould vote "nay." 

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). Making the 
same announcement as on the previous vote with reference to 
my pair and its transfer, I vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. BLEASE. I have a pair with the Senator from Con

necticut [Mr. WALC<YIT]. I transfer that pair to the Senator 
from Oklahoma [1\Ir. THOMAS] and will vote. I vote " yea." 

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. GILLEriT] with the 

Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS]; 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. GoULD] with the Senator from 

Utah [Mr. KING]; 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN] with the Senator 

from North Carolina [Mr. OvERMAN] ; 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. GLENN] with the · Senator 

from Arkansas [:Mr. CARAWAY]; 
The Sen ator from New Hampshire [Mr. MosES] with the 

Senator from Iowa [Mr. STECK] ; 
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. FRAziER] with the Sena

tor f rom Louisiana [Mr. RANSDELL]; 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REED] with the Senator 

from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON]; and 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] with the Sena

tor from Wyoming [Mr. KENDRICK]. 
The result was announced-yeas 34, nays 32, as follows: 

Allen 
Barkle, 
Black 
Blaine 
Blease 
Bora h 

Bratton 
Brookhart 
Capper 
Conn ally 
Cutting 
Dill 

YEAS-34 
Fletcher 
George 
Harris 
Harrison 
Hayden 
Heflin 

Howell 
Johnson 
La Follette 
McMaster 
Norbeck 
Norris 

Schall 

Baird 
Brock 
Broussard 
Copeland 
Fess 
Goff 
Goldsborough 
Grundy 

NAYB-32 
Hale McKellar 
Hastings l\IcNary 
Hatfield Metcalf 
Hebert Oddie 
Jones Phipps 
Kean Pine 
Keyes Robsion, Ky. 
McCulloch Shortridge 

NOT VOTING-30 
Ashurst Glass Overman 
Bingham Glenn Patterson 
Caraway Gould Ransdell 
Couzens Greene Reed 
Dale Hawes Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen Kendrick Robinson, Ind. 
Frazier King Shipstead 
Gillett Moses Simmons 

Smoot 
Steiwer 
Sullivan 
Thomas, Idaho 
Townsend 
Vandenberg 
Waterman 
Watson 

Smith 
Steck 
Stephens 
Thomas, Okla. 
Wagner 
Walcott 

So Mr. GLAss's amendment to the amendment made as in 
Committee of the Whole was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is upon concurring in 
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was concurred in. 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous conse-nt that 

the experts of the Tariff Commission be permitted to change the 
specific duty of 45 cents to 40 cents where it occurs throughout 
the rayon schedule. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. The clerk will state the next 
amendment reserved for a separate vote. 

The CHIEF' CLERK. Paragraph 1306, page 185, woven fabrics 
of rayon. 

1\ir. COPELAND. Mr. President, I take it that my amend
ment is not proper at this time, because there was no change 
made in this paragraph. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is not in· order at this time. 
Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in 

the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 
The amendment was concurred in. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the next 

amendment r eserved for a separate vote. 
The CHIEF CLERK. Paragraph 1402, page 188, paper board. 
1\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I have no objection to 

concurrence in the :first amendment in that paragraph which was 
made as in Commit tee of the Whole. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in 
the :first amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

The amendment was concuned in. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the next 

amendment. 
The CHIEF CLERK. Amendment made as in Committee of 

the Whole, on page 189, line 1. After " ad valorem " insert: 
Pulpboard in rolls for use in manufacture of wall board, 5 per cent 

ad valorem. 

Also, in lines 7 to 16, both inclusive, strike out all after the 
word " valorem," in line 7. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President/ the amendment to 
which I desire to direct the attention of the Senate is the 
amendment which was read from the desk which appears in 
line 1, page 189, following the words "ad valorem." 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 189, line 1, after the words " ad 
valorem," insert : 

Pnlpboard in rolls for use in manufacture of wall board, 5 per 
cent ad valorem. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, the duj:y on wall 
board is 10 per cent ad valorem. The H ouse struck out the 
provision which was inserted as in Committee of the Whole, 
and the Senate Finance Committee concurred in that action. · 

I am informed that pulpboard in rolls to be used for the 
manufacture of wall board is 85 per cent manufactured when 
it enters the country. Tllerefore, obviously, if the completed 
or finished product-uamely, wall board-is to bear a rate of 
duty of 10 per cent ad valorem it is absolutely unfair to the 
American manufacturers to permit the pulpboard in rolls, 
which is 85 per cent manufactured, to come in at 5 per ce-nt
half of the duty provided on the :finished product. 

There is only one manufacturer in the United States, accord
ing to my information, who will rec~ive any benefit from this 
provision. That is a manufacturer who has a plant across 
the line in Canada, and brings in the pulpboard in rolls 85 
per cent processed or manufactured, and fin ishes the other 15 
per cent of the manufacture in the United States. 
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I am not discussing the question of whether or not the duty 

of 10 per cent ad valorem on the :finished product is a proper 
duty, but it does seem to me perfectly obvious that if we are 
to have a 10 per cent duty on the finished product, it is abso
lutely unfair to the other manufacturers who complete the 
entire manufacturing process in the United States to permit 
one manufacturer to bring into the country at one-half the 
duty provided on the finished product, a product 85 per cent 
manufactured. 

I therefore hope the amendment adopted as in Conuhittee 
of the Whole will be nonconcurred in. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. I s there any change in the situation by 

reason of the removal of the countervailing duties? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not think so, and I am not direct

ing my remarks to the countervailing duties, although I know 
a number of Senators have received letters from wall-board 
manufacturers concerning the removal of the countervailing 
duty. I am simply directing my attention to this one amend
ment, and for the reasons which I have already stated I concur 
in the action taken as the result of the meeting of the Com
mittee on Finance for the elimination of all of the counter
vailing duties. 

Before the Senator brings up that question, I hope he will 
permit us to have a vote upon this other amendment. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, some of the 
facts in connection with this matter have passed out of my 
mind. If I recall the story correctly, pulpboard in rolls for 
use in the manufacture of wall board bore a rate of 10 per cent 
in the House bill. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The amendment which the Senator 
from Massachusetts secured in Committee of the Whole is a 
reenactment of the phraseology contained in the law of 1922, 
which was eliminated by the House and by the Senate Finance 
Committee. The Senator had that language reinserted. Since 
that has been done I have made some investigation of this 
question, and I am informed by the experts of the Tariff Com
mission that pulpboard in rolls for use in the manufacture of 
wall board is 85 per cent manufactured. In other words, there 
is only 15 per cent more work to be done on it before the 
product is completed. Therefore it does seem to me entirely 
unjust to permit one American manufacturer to bring in his 
product 85 per cent manufactured at one-h~ the duty that is 
given as protection on the finished product. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, the result of 
the action in Committee of the Whole was to put the du.ty at 5 
per cent. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That was a restoration of 

the rate in the present law. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator is correct: 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I remember that at the time 

I found a great deal of fault with the fact that pulpboard in 
rolls, when it was passed through the process of being stained, 
had a duty that was entirely out of proportion with the duty on 
pulpboard in rolls. Does the Senator recall what duty was 
levied on pulpboard stained? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That was under paragraph 1413. That 
does not refer to this paragraph. Under paragraph 1413, as I 
understand it, it would take a duty of 30 per cent ad valorem. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator does not propose 
to change that? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No. At the time I reserved a vote on 
these paragraphs, it was just before the vote was taken on con
curring in the amendments, and I reserved as to both because 
I was not certain at the time which one of the paragraphs it 
was that I desired to have a separate vote upon. Since I have 
had a chance to look into the matter, I have found that the 
amendment to which I am particularly opposed is the one which 
appears on page 189 in line 1, in the print of the bill at the 
desk, and for the reasons which I have stated, I am anxious 
that the action taken as in Committee of the Whole should not 
be concurred in. 

1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator's amendment is 
to make the duty 8 cents? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No; I am asking to eliminate the pro
vision and let the langu~ge stand as it was when the bill came 
from the House and from the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I wish the matter could go 
over. I must frankly say that this matter is entirely out of 
my mind. I remember giving a good deal of study and thought 
to the subject at the time it was before us in Committee of the 

Whole, and I talked at length upon it, but the details have 
entirely disappeared from my mind, and I can not recall the 
facts and circumstances in connection with the matter. I am 
not in any state of mind to make an argument on the matter 
to-night. -

Mr. FLETCHER. :M:r. President, Will the Senator yield to 
me? 
. Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I was going to suggest that I think what 
the Senator is mainly interested in appears in paragraph 1413. 
Now the Senator is simply asking that we nonconcur in the 
amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. SMOOT. No. If this amendment is agreed to on line 6, 
page 180, and we adopt the 10 per cent, we will turn then to 
page 200 and disagree to the amendment in paragraph 1413, 
because they are exactly the same, and if we do it in one case 
we must do it in the other. 

I think if the Senator from Wisconsin will look at page 200, 
tine 7, he will find that he hinL...<::el:f offered the amendment on 
pulpboard, to make the rate 5 per cent when it was in rolls. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No; I did not offer that amendment. 
The Senator from Massachusetts offered that amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. Then the Senator from Massachusetts offered it. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I offered the amendment. 
Mr. SMOOT. The Senate took the same action in one case as 

in the other, so if we adopt the suggestion of the Senator from 
Wisconsin and make the rate 10 per cent, on page 189, paragraph 
1402, I shall ask unanimous consent that we turn to page 200, 
paragraph 1413, and make the same -amendment there. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, since I was on 
my feet a few moments ago I have sent for the debate which 
took place on January 29, 1930, on this-item, and I find that I 
stated at that time: 

There are two kinds of pulpboard in rolls imported into this country : 
From Norway pulpboard in rolls is imported for use in the manufacture 
of containers which are so commonly used to-day in the shipping of 
foods and other products of merchandise ; but we are only concerned 
now with pulpboard in rolls for wall board, which comes from Canada, 
and is used for making wan board. 

What is wall board? Wall board is sometimes called the "poor man's 
lumber." It has become a commodity increasing in use as a substitute 
for lumber in the building of garages, poultry houses, barns, stables, out
buildings, and for small and cheap homes. Up to the present time, for 
18 years pulpboard used in the manufacture of wall board carried the 
duty of 5 per cent. 

The question which i.s before the Senate now ls whether or not we 
intend to increase the duty upon this raw product used in making wall 
board from 5 to 10 per cent; and later, when we come to paragraph 
1413, we shall be confronted with the question whether we want to 
increase the duty on stained pulpboard from 10 to 30 per cent. 

The result of the discussion and debate was that the Senate 
as in Committee of the _Whole, decided to retain the present 
duty of 5 per cent. The Senator from Wisconsin, for the reasons 
stated, desires to go back to the rate named in the House bill of 
10 per cent. 

In view of the great popularity of wall board-it having be
come a substitute more and more for lumber, and, as I stated 
in my remarks previously, is referred to as the poor man's lum
ber-! still think that we should not increase the duty upon this 
raw product. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in 
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

The amendment was nonconcurred in. 
Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 

we turn now to page 200, paragraph 1413, and nonconcur in the 
amendment made in Committee of the Whole. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the amend
ment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 200, line 7, after the word" pulp
board," an amendment was inserted reading: 

Except pulpboard in rolls for use in the manufacture of wall board, but. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concun-ing in the 
amendment. 

The amendment was nonconcurred in. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will · state the next 

amendment on which a separate vote was reserved. 
:Mr. -HEBERT. Mr. President, an amendment is pending to 

paragraph 1413, offered by my colleague [Mr. :METcALF], which 
was passed over temporarily. 

M1·. McKELLAR. A parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. I notice that at the top of page 2 of this 

list of amend:tnents passed over the clerk did not call the amend
ment on "Plain basic paper, sensitized paper," and then later 
on " Paper board, pulpboard." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is advised that there is 
no amendment pending to be concurred in in connection with 
those' items. The committee amendments were rejected. 

The clerk will state the amendl!lent offered by the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

The CHIEF CLERK. The senior Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. METCALF] offers the following amendment on page 201, line 
2, after " thousand," insert " tubes wholly or in chief value of 
paper, commonly used for holding yarn or thread, if parallel, 5 
cents per pound and 25 per cent ad valorem ; if tapered, 10 cents 
per pound and 35 per cent ad valorem." 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not belie.ve that is in order 
under the unanimous-consent agreement. It is an individual 
amendment, and when individual amendments can be offered, the 
Senator can offer the amendm~nt. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is advised that this is 
an amendment to a committee amendment; and if so, it would be 
in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not so understand it from the reading of 
it. I may be mistaken. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will report the amend
ment again. 

The amendment was again read. 
l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. That would not be an amendment 

to the committee amendment. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. Not at all. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. That would be an independent 

amendment. . 
1\Ir. Sl\lOOT. Let the amendment again be read. 
The amendment was again read. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will hold that the 

amendment is not in order at this time. 
l\fr. SWANSON. Mr. President, it seems we have made pretty 

fair progress, although slow progress, and I believe the Senate 
is in a position now to get a unanimous-consent agreement to 
limit debate on matters which have been debated as in Com
mittee of the Whole. It does seem to me we ought to do that. 

Mr. SMOOT. I hope to be able to work out something by 
to-mOlTOW. 

Mr. SWANSON. Every Senator with whom I have spoken 
has indicated a willingness to have debate limited to 10 minutes. 

POLITIOAL SITUATION IN ALABAMA 

l\Ir. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask. unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD an article from the New Age regard
ing myself and a statement from myself regarding the political 
situation in my State. 

There being no objection, the article and statement were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the New Age, a Masonic magazine, Washington, D. C., February 

1930] 

PRAISE FOR SENATOR HEFLIN-cREDIT GIVEN 

The r ecent alleged disbandment of the Fascist League of North 
America caused considerable speculation as to the processes that were 
used to effect the dissolution of this seemingly strong group. As we 
are dealing witl! this matter in another column of comment, we will 
confine ourselves to a brief study of the situation. 

The reader will recall that Secretary of State Stimson "investigated" 
the un-American league and gave it a clean bill of health. So far as 
he was concerned, American Fascism· had never, by thought, word, or 
deed, committed any act contrary to pure American ethics. Appar
ently Mr. Stimson has overlooked a great deal in this respect, but we 
are not concerned at this writing with his opinion anent American 
Fascism. -

The Fascist League of North America, it need not be thought for one 
moment, disbanded from motives purely patriotic. Their activities 
bad reached a point that threatened a senatorial investigation. In 
the event that such an investiagtion were made it would, no doubt, 
have resulted in wholesale deportations. ·This, of course, would be ex
ceedingly harmful to the cause of Fascism, so disbandment-or rather 
a gesture in that direction-resulted. 

Perhaps no other man in the United States fought the un-American 
Fascist movement in this country, with its many avenues of propaganda, 
as conscientiously as did Senator J. THOMAS HEFLIN, ·of Alabama. · But, 
strange to ~Y. when the dissolution of the Fascist League was an
nounced Mr. HEFLIN' s name was not mentioned in the press. Mr. 
Stimson seemed to be receiving all the publicity. However, in the 
CONGilESSIONAL RECORD of January 13, 1930, appears a just tribute to 

the Alabama Senator's courageous fight offered by Representative ALBER~ 
JOHNSON, of Washington. Mr. JOHNSON is chail'man of the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization, and in a lengthy speech dealing 
with the restriction of immigration, during which his clear-cut state· 
ments drew repeated applause, he spoke of Mr. HEFLIN's notable work 
in opposing the Fascisti as follows : 

"We owe something to a former colleague of ours, who sat in this 
_Chamber years ago-HEFLIN, of ~labama-who has just accomplished 
something that your committee had tried to do. 

"In extended bearings published in this volume we exposed the 
.American Fascisti; the oath of allegiance to Mussollni; the fact the 
Sons of_ Italy in America in annual convention were only saved from 
giving a majority vote of allegiance to the dictator by the efforts of the 
order's president, Mr. · Cotillo, now a New York State supreme judge. 
The 1,000 copies printed were snapped up by the members and the 
public. The testimony created little or no stir. Last November a maga
zine--I:Iarpers, I believe--printed an exposure of the workings of the 
Fascisti in the United States of America. 

" It attracted a little attention. The exposure would have been dead 
in a month but for this former colleague of ours, ToM HEFLIN. • • 
I am proud that he had the power in the legislative body to read that 
entire article. He thundered it. He made the public wake and see 
beyond what was simply a part of our knowledge on the subject with 
no action taken. But HEFLIN made the dictator in Italy call back the 
Fascisti. Every Fascist organization in the United States has been 
closed. Their flags, their oaths to be first and to . be forever Italians, 
even though naturalized here, are suppressed for the moment, thanks to 
that orator who, when he means business, shoots both barrels." 

Mr. JOHNSON evidently believes in rendering credit where it is due 
a.nd his tribute to the Senator from Alabama is no more than that 
solon deserves. 

L.W. 

Senator HEFLIN expresses the belief that the use of money and whisky 
on certain members of the State committee and outside influences are 
directly r esponsible for the action taken by the Alabama State com
mittee, December 16, 1929. 

He charge!? that one of those who participated as a member in the 
committee meeting and helped to arrange the primary plan for the 
State of .Alabama was brought to Montgomery for that purpose from 
Norfolk, Va., and that he went there at the instance and at the expense 
of those who wanted done just what was done at the Montgomery 
meeting. 

Here is his statement: 
" One member of the State Democratic executive committee who voted 

to penalize Alabama Democrats who supported Hoover was R. W. 
Patrick, of Norfolk, Va. He had no right to participate in the meeting 
held at Montgomery, Ala., December 16, 1929. 

"The Virginia record shows that this same R. W. Patrick paid his 
poll tax at Norfolk, Va., and became a qualified voter of that State in 
1928. This same R. W. Patrick's name appears in the State poll tax 
list of qualified voters in the city of Norfolk, Va., issued December 10, 
1929, just six days before Patrick went to Montgomery, Ala., and 
declared himself to be a qualified voter of the State of Alabama by 
participating in the proceedings of the Alabama State committee and 
casting his vote to penaliz.e and punish Democrats who did not support' 
Smith. This is but one of the many· ugly spots in the trickery and cor
ruption employed by the Roman-Tammany bunch to " get me " and 
humiliate and punish other Alabama Democrats who did not support 
Smith." 

RECEBS 

1\fr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate take a recess, the recess 
being until 11 o'clock to-morrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 10 o'clock 
p. m.), under the order previously entered, took a recess until 
to·morrow, Friday, March 14, 1930, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, March 13, 1930 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 

the following prayer: 

0 God, our Father, give all of us some small, sweet way to 
inspire some life and send it on its way rejoicing. Make the 
ordinary things of each day subservient, and keep us heroic and 
eager by the romance of spirituality which may enter our com
monest tasks. Oh, if life is of high value to us, it must come out 
of the living present and must throb with the blood of our daily 
lives. Father of mercy, forgive our sins and blot them out, 
not only in Thy book of remembrance but out of our minds and 
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hearts. Clothe us with a deep sense of our responsibility, and 
may we faithfully and wisely fulfill the mission Thou hast 
given us. In the name of Chr.ist, our Saviour. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 'yesterday was read and 
approved. 

:MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. Crockett, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment bills 
of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 4767. An act to authorize sale of iron pier in Delaware 
Bay near Lewes, Del. ; 

H. R. 7971. An act. to extend the times for commencing and 
completing the construction of a bridge across the French Broad 
River on Tennessee Highway No.9 nel!r the town of Bridgeport, 
in Cocke County, Tenn. ; ~ 

H. R. 8287. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State Highway Commission of Virginia to maintain a bridge 
already c<>nstructed across the Shenandoa,h River in Clarke 
County, Va., United States route No. 50; and 

H. R. 9180. An act to legalize a bridge across the Roanoke 
River at or near Weldon, N.C. 

The message also announced tha,t the Senate had passed 
with amendments, in which the c<>ncurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the following title : 

H. R. 9979. An act making appropriations to supply urgent 
deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1930, and prior fiscal years, to provide urgent 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal years ending June 
30, 1930, and June 30, 1931, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
bills and a joint resolution of the following titles, in which 
the concurrence of the House is requested : 

S. 3502. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State 
of Illinois to construct a bridge across the Little Calumet 
River, on Ashland Avenue near One hundred and thirty-fourth 
Street, in Cook County, State of Illinois; · 

S. 3503. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State 
. of Illinois to widen, maintain, and operate the existing bridge 
across the Little Calumet River on Halsted Street near One 
hundred and forty-fifth Street, in Cook County, State of 
Illinois; 

S. 3501. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State 
of Illinois to construct a bridge across the Little Calumet 
River on Ashland A venue nea,r One hundred and fortieth Street, 
in Cook County, State of Illinois ; 

S. 3505. An act to legalize a bridge across the Pecatonica 
River at Freeport, Ill. ; · 

S. 3506. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State 
of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across 
the Rock River at or near Prophetstown, Ill. ; 

S. 3579. An act authorizing per capita payments to the Sho
shone and Arapahoe Indians ; 

S. 3621. An act granting a right of way across the land of 
the United States for bridge purposes over the Louisiana and 
Texas Intracoastal Waterway; 

S. 3745. An act to extend the times for commencing and com
pleting the construction of a bridge across the Cumberland River 
at or near Smithland, Ky.; 

S. 3747. An act to extend the times for commencing and com
pleting the construction of a bridge across the Tennessee River 
at or near the mouth of Clarks River; and 

S. J. Res. 151. Joint resolution to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to deliver water during the irrigation season of 
1930 on the Uncompahgre project, Colorado. 

The message also announced that the Vice President had 
appointed Mr. DALE and Mr. l\IcKELLAB members of the joint 
select committee on the part of the Senate as provided for in 
the act of February 16, 1889, as amended by the act of 1\Iarch 
2, 1895, entitled "An act to authorize and provide for the dis
position of useless papers in the executive departments," for 
the disposition of useless papers in the United States Civil 
Service Commission. 

The message also announced that the Vice President had 
appointed Mr. NYE and Mr. PITTMAN members of the joint select 
commit tee on the part of the Senate as provided for in the act 
of February 16, 1889, as amended by the act of March 2, 1895, 
entitled "An act to authorize and provide for the disposition of 
useless papers in the executive departments." for the disposition 
of useless papers in the Interior Department. 

ADDRESS OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 

Mrs. RUTH PRATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous. consent 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD by printing therein a speech 

LXXII--328 

delivered by the President of the United States Ol'er the radio 
on March 10 in behalf of the Boy Scouts of ,America. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to print in the RECORD an address delivered 
by the President of the United States to the Boy Scouts. Is 
there objection? 

There w.as no objection. 
Mrs. RUTH PRATT. Speaking at the dinner given by the 

Boy Scouts of America, the President said: 
You have inet in the special interest of boys. I am a willing ally in 

that interest. There is no feeling of exclusion of their sisters from our 
concern, but their similar problems are to be considered elsewhere. 

Together with his sister the boy is the most precious possession of 
the American home. I sometimes think that one of the sad things of 
life is that they will grow up. Literature and lore have established our 
boys invaried relations to life: As a · growing animal of superlative 
promise, to be fed and watered and kept warm; as a periodic nuisance; 
as a joy forever; as the incarnation of destruction; as the father of the 
man ; as the child of iniquity ; as the problem of our times and the 
hope of the Nation. 

In any event he is a complex of cells teeming with affection, filled 
with curiosity as to every mortal thing; radiating sunlight to all the 
world ; endowed with dynamic energy and the impelling desire to take 
exercise on all occasions. He is a perpetual problem to his parents, and 
the wisdom in his upbringing consists more 'often in the determination 
of what to do with him next -~.·ather than in what he shall do when 
he goes out into the cold world. 

The problem that we are considering here is not primarily a system 
of health or education or morals. It is what to do with him in his 
leisure time that will, of course, contribute to his health and his educa
tion and his morals, but in the main what will direct his interests to 
constructive joy instead of destructive glee and will yield him construc
tive joy for the balance of his life. 

The Declaration of Independence calls special attention to him and 
his sister in the -reference to the inalienable right to liberty and pursuit 
of happiness. At least in the practical workings of the Republic we 
find it easier to realize these rights for boys than we do for the: 
grown-up, tax-paying citizen . 

As civilization becomes more complex, and as the number of human 
beings per acre· increases, as we live more and more in towns and cities 
than in the countryside, and as the necessity of submitting to all forms 
of mechanical device carries us further and further from the simpler 
and more primitive forms of life, we are unconsciously decreasing lib
erty for boys and diminishing the opportunities for pursuit of happiness, 
because the boy is a primitive animal and takes to primitive life. · His 
true life should be one of discovery, adventure, and great undertakings 
not to be found iu either the squalor of the tenement house or the draw
ing room of palatial apartments. 

The Boy Scout movement has opened for him the portals to adven
ture and constructive joy by reviving the lore of the frontier and the 
campfire; by establishing contacts with the birds and sometimes with 
the bees; by matching his patience to the deliberative character of fish; 
by efficient operation of the swimming hole; and by peeps into the thou· 
sand mysteries of the streams, the trees, and the stars. And it is more 
than this. By the promotion of sense of sportsmanship it builds char
acter. Contest and competition with zeal, but without unfair advan
tage and without bitterness; restraint that remarks nothing of others 
which can not be at once forgiven; willingness to subordinate one's self 
into the teamwork for the common aim-that is sportsmanship. 

There can not be boy scouts without organization and leaders. 
And by leaders I include particularly those devoted men who as troop 

leaders become the inspiration and friends of boys and upon whom rests 
the responsibility of actually administering constructive joy. 

Through its organization our boys learn of discipline; they learn the 
unity of effort, cooperation, and the democracy of play and work; they 
learn of the duties and satisfactions of service. All of these are the 
foundations of life, the basis of liberty and happiness, the safeguards 
against destructive joy in the grown-up life hereafter. 

The priceless treasure of boyhood is his endless enthusiasm, his store 
of high idealism, and his fragrant hopes. His is the plastic period 
when indelible impressions must be made if we are to continue a suc
cessful democracy. We assure ourselves that the cure of illiteracy and 
the fundamentals of education to be the three R's-readin', rightln', 
and 'rithmetic. To this we must add one more R, and that is · responsi
bility-responsibility to the community-if we are not to have illiteracy 
in government. The conviction that every person in the Republic owes 
a service to the Republic; that the Republic r ests solely upon the will
ingness of everyone born in it to bear his part of the duties and obli
gations of citizenship is as important as the ability to read and write
that is the only patriotism of peace. 

The idea that the Republic was created solely for the benefit of the 
individual is a mockery that must be eradicated at the first dawn of 
understanding. It is true that many of our schools have recognized 
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this obligation. It 1s true that our teachers are guiding our ehlldren 
in the first steps of democracy, but I know of no agency that can be 
more powerful in support of this purpose than the scout movement. 
If we look over the Republic to-day, we find many failures 1n citizen
ship--we find many betrayals of those w_ho have been selected to lead
ership. I can not conceive that these failures would take place if every 
citizen who went to the polls was a good .. scout " and every official 
who was elected had ever been a real boy seout. 

I give you a powerful statistic. There are about 1,000,000 boy 
scouts in the United States. There is raw material for 10,000,~00 
more. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mrs. RUTH PRATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
also to extend my remarks in the RECORD by printing therein a 
communication received by me. from the Merchants' Association 
of New York. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to extend her remarks in the RECORD by 
printing a communication received by her from the Merchants' 
Association of New York. Is there objection? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. PEAVEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex

tend my remarks in the RECORD by inserting therein a letter re
ceived from a daily newspaper in my district and my reply 
thereto. · 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks unani~ 
mons consent to extend his remarks in the RECoRD by printing 
therein a letter received by him from a newspaper in his district 
and his reply thereto. Is there objection? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
IMMIGRATION-MINORITY VIEWS ON H. B. 10343 

:Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the minority members of the Committee on Immigration 
may have five days from the filing of the majority report, which 
I understand will be to-day, within which to file minority views 
on the bill H. R. 10343. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani
mous consent that the minority members of the Committee on 
Immigration may have five days within which to file minority 
views on the bill H. R. 10343. Is there objection? 

There was no .objection. 
REn'IREMENT LJOO.ISLATION 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
have ordered a reprint of the bill (S. 15) to amend the act 
entitled "An act to amend the act entitled ' An act for the 
retirement of employees in the classified civil service, and 
for other purposes,' approved May 22, 1920, and acts in amend
ment thereof," approved July 3, 1926, with the accompanying 
amendment. I make this request at the suggestion of the 
superintendent of the document room. All copies of the bill 
have been exhausted and no authority exists for a reprint with
out an order of the House. There are great demands from 
Members and others who are entitled to receive copies of the 
bill for such copies. -

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey asks unan
imous consent for a reprint of the bill S. 15, with the accom
panying amendment. Is there objection? 

1\fr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
that only goes to the limit provided under the rule? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Yes; that is under the rule. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 

FIRST DEFIOIENOY APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 9979) making appropri
ations to supply urgent deficiencies in certain appropriations for 

- the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930, and prior fiscal years, to 
provide urgent supplemental appropriations for the fiscal years 
ending June 30, 1930, and June 30, 1931, and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendments thereto, disagree to all of the Senate 
amendments, and ask for a conference, and the appointment 
of House "conferees. · 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks una.nhnous 
consent to take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 997-9, 
with Senate amendments thereto, disagree to all of the Senate 
amendments, and ask for a conference. The Clerk will repoii; 
the bill. 

The Clerk reported the title of the b~ 
The SPEAKER. Is there objectiont 

Mr. GARNER. .Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
has the gentleman from Indiana discussed the advisability of 
sending this bill to conference with the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. BYRNS] or the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BUCHANAN]? 

Mr. WOOD. I have not. 
Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, I wish the gentleman from 

Indiana would withhold his request for the moment until he 
can confer with these gentlemen with reference to sending this 
bill to conference. This bill contains an appropriation put on 
in the Senate as I understand it of $100,000,000 for the Farm 
Board. Examining the record this morning I find there was no 
hearing on that item, nothing in the record except the language 
of the Budget in sending the item up to the Congress. It occurs 
to me, and I think it will to other members of the House, when 
they recall the history o:f it, that we ought to have some informa
tion as to the necessities of that board. While I am on my feet 
let me say to the gentleman from Indiana that at the time the 
conference was held and we agreed to reduce taxation by 
$160,000,000, it was stated by the Undersecretary of the Treas
ury, or by the Secretary himself, I do not recall which at the 
moment, that the necessities of the Farm Board would require 
$200,000,000 additional appropriation in this Congress. 

I want to know why the necessities of the board have been 
reduced since December from $200,000,000 to $100,000,000. 
Without any hearing in the Senate, without any opportunity for 
investigation, it seems to me that the gentleman from Indiana 
ought to consider the propriety of taking this bill to his com
mittee and ascertaining some of the facts with reference to this 
item. I ask the gentleman to withhold his request until the 
gentleman from Tennessee [:Mr. BYRNS] and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BucHANAN] can be consulted about the matter. 

Mr. WOOD. :Mr. Speaker, I have no objection to withholding 
·my request, and I will withhold it and have the consultation 
spoken of. There is a very great necessity why this bill should 
be passed, if it is to be passed, very quickly, because there are 
many activities of the Government that are now in distress on 
account of this deficiency bill not having passed at an earlier 
date. 

:Mr. GARNER. While I realize that some of these items 
should become law at an early date, yet I take it that 24 hours 
would not be an unreasonable time in which to consider the 
matter. 

:Mr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I will withdraw the request for the 
present and will renew it later in the day. 

Mr. GARNER. I hope the gentleman will consider the matter 
and look over the record and consider the question of getting 
some information for this House and for the country on the 
necessity of the Farm Board, and what is the reason for the 
$100,000,000 at this time. 

Mr. WOOD. I agree with the gentleman on that proposition. 
It was the intention of the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House to have made some investigation upon this request for 
$100,000,000 and the statement that they would need $100,000,-
000. But we assumed that hearings were held over in the other 
body. 

Mr. GARNER. But there were no hearings, and the chair
man of the Senate committee said that he knew nothing about 
it except the recommendation of the Budget. If you take testi
mony you must take it before your committee. It is not often 
that you summon witnesses before a joint conference? 

Mr. WOOD. No. 
Mr. GARNER. 'J'hen it seem·s to me advisable to get these 

facts before you go to conference. 
Mr. WOOD. Mr. Spe.aker, I withdraw the request for the 

time being. 
STATISTICS CONCERNING DEBENTURES ON FARM PRODUCTS 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for three minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I asked for this time in 

order to get permission to insert certain tables in the RECORD 
showing the burdens on the Treasury, on the one hand, and the 
benefits to the different agricultural commodities, on the other 
han~ of the Senate debenture amendments in the pending tariff 
bill. I do not at this time wish to discuss the merits or demerits 
of the debenture. The tables can be used later for study and 
discussion, either for or against the debenture proposaL 

The agricultural commodities in these tables are in three 
groups: First, agricultural commodities and manufactured food 
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products, containing 135 items; second, tobacco and tobacco 
manufactures, containing 6 items; and, third, cotton and cotton 
manufactures, containing 64 items. 

I ask unanimous consent, l\Ir. Speaker, to extend my remarks 
by printing these tables in the RECoRD and also a letter which 
I have here from the chairman of the Tariff Commission explain
ing the tables. 

Heretofore there have been estimates on the costs · and bene
fits of the debenture, which were largely guesses. It oecurred 
to me we should have something more reliable and accurate. 
So about a month ago I called on the Tal'iff Commission for 
such reliable and accurate information. I received these tables 
a few days ago. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent to extend his remarks in the REC'ORD by printing the 
tables refelTed. to, including the letter from the Tariff Com
mission. Is there objection? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, I wish to ask if these tables were prepared by the 
Tariff Commission? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. They were. 
Mr. JONES of Texas. What period do they cover? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. I am glad the gentleman asked that ques

tion. They are based on the exports for the calendar year 1929. 
Instead of using the tariff rates of existing law I asked the 
commission to use the rates in the House tariff bill. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. That debenture amendment was put 
on in the Senate bill rather than on the r ates as established 
here? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Of course, the debenture has general 
application to any rate in the tariff law when the debenture 
operates. But at my request the commission took the rates 
in the House bill, because that will present a more accurate 
picture of costs and benefits if the pending tariff bill with the 
debenture becomes law. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I take it that these tables are car
ried on the assumption that the debenture on all these items 
would be .effectively in operation all the time. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. The Norris amendment makes the opera
tion of the debenture optional with the Federal Farm Board. 
However, there is pending in the Senate the Brookhart amend
ment to make the debenture operation mandatory on the ex
ports of all agricultural commodities. The tables give the 
effect of the operation of the debenture on each agricultural 
commodity separately. If you want the costs and benefits of 
the debenture, either on all or any one or more agricultural 
commodities, you can readily get the desired information by 
consulting these tables. If you want the figures on all, the 
tables give them. If you want the figures on wheat, cattle, cot
ton, or tobacco, or any other agricultural product, all you will 
have to do is to consult the tables. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. On the assumption, of course, that 
the House rates were in effect ? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield there? 
1\fr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 
Mr. COLE. In these computations has consideration been 

giYen to possible countervailing duties? 
1\Ir. RAMSEYER. No. 
Mr. COLE. That would affect the practical outcome very 

seriously? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. It might. My purpose in presenting these 

tables is not to furnish ammunition for or against the deben
ture. I simply want to get the facts before the House, so that 
if this proposition comes before the House for consideration 
again, the Hou e will have the accurate information at hand 
to intelligently discu s and consider the debenture proposed. 

Mr. COLE. Those who seek to secure benefits under this 
debenture must take into consideration the laws of other coun
tries and the effect of such laws on the operation of the deben
ture, should they not? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. That matter can be discussed when the 
debenture proposal comes again before this House for final 
action. 

1\Ir. KETCHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 
Mr. KETCHAM. l\Iay I ask the gentleman what was the 

source of the tables? Who prepared them? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. The experts in the Tariff Commission. 

I called upon the chah'm.an of the Tariff Commission to fur
nish the data contained in these tables. The tables I have here 
and which I intend to have printed in the REcon.n are the work 
of the agricultural experts in the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. KETCHAM. From the gentleman's examination was 
he inclined to think that they were prepared with absolute im
partiality? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I do not think there is any question 
about that. 

l\Ir. KETCHAM. The gentleman knows they can be so pre
pared. 

1\!r. RAMSEYER. There is nothing like that in these tables. 
There is nothing in them but facts and figures. They were not 
prepared as an argument either for or against "the debenture 
proposal. 

The SPEAKER. I s there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Following are the matters inserted by Mr. RAMSEYER: 

Hon. C. W. RAMSEYER, 

UNITED STATES TABIFF COMMISSION, 

Washington, March 6, 1930. 

House of Represen-tatives, WasMnutcm, D. 0. 
MY DEAR MR. RAMSEYER: In response to your request of February 25 

for an estimate of the cost to the Treasury of the Brookhart substitute 
!or the Norris debenture amendment to the tariff bill, H. R. 2667, we 
are sending you the inclosed tabulation. 

The Brookhart and Norris amendments. alike provide that the de
benture rate upon a manufactured food product of an agricultural com
modity or upon a · manufactut·e of cotton or tobacco shall be an amount 
sufficient, as nearly as may be, to equal the debenture that would be 
issuable upon the exportation of the quantity of the raw material con
sumed in the manufacture -of such product. 

In the inclosed tabulation we have attempted to roughly estimate for 
cotton and tobacco manufactures, as best we could on the basis of 
statistics available, the amounts of the debenture according to the 
Brookhart and Norris formula. But for manufactured food products, 
in accordance with your suggestions to Mr. Juve and Mr. Lewis, we 
have merely used in each ca e the ratl;l of duty provided in the Honse 
bill on such food products as the basis of calculating the rate of the 
debenture. 

In making up this table we have gone over the entire table of exports 
during the calendar year 1929 and have segregated all agricultural com
modities, manufactured food products of agricultural commodities, cot
ton and cotton products, and tobacc-o and tobacco products. Through
out, we have taken the rates in H. R. 2667 as passed by the House a:;; 
the basis for calculating the debenture rates, the only exception being 
that of cotton, for which the amendments provide a basic debenture 
rate of 2 cents per pound of raw cotton. 

As indicated in the note on the table, deduction has been made for 
exports of wheat flour made in bonded mills from foreign wheat. No 
attempt has been made to account similarly for any other manufactures 
of foreign raw material. 

In calculating the debentures no account has been taken of the 
Cuban preferentials. 

As appears in the notes on the table the lack of sufficiently detailed 
statistics has necessitated the making of a number of assumptions and 
estimates. 

The estimated debenture payable on agricultural commodities and man
ufactured food products amounts to $89,000,000 ; on cotton and cotton 
manufactures to $87,000,000; and on tobacco and tobacco manufac
tures to $104,000,000. The total debenture on all products included in 
the Brookhart substitute amounts to $280,000,000. 

If we can be of further service to you in this connection, please 
let us know. 

With kind personal regards, I am sincerely yours, 
E. B. BROSSARD, Chairman. 



Conunodity Unit of 
quantity 

Hogs·---------------------------------- Number----

~~~fr:V;iive::::::::: :::::::::::::::::: -P"o~~~: :::: 
Beef and veal, fresh. ___ --------- ------- .•... do.-----
Beer and veal, pickled or cured _________ .•••. do _____ _ 

Pork: 
Fresh_----------- __ ---------------- ..... do ______ _ 
Wiltshire sides; shoulders, sides, ••••• do ______ _ 

and hams. 
Hams and shoulders, cured _____ ____ ••... do .•••.•. 
Bacon ______ ------------------------ .•••• do ______ _ 
Cumberland sides _________________ •.... do ..••••• 
Pickled. __ ------------------------- ____ _ do ______ _ 

Mutton and lamb __ __________________ __ ••.•• do .•••.•• 
Sausage, not canned ____________________ ••.•• do ••••••• 

Canned meats: 
BeeL----------------- -------------- _____ do •• ----Pork _______________________________ •••.• do.--- --

~~:~:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: === ==~g== = ::: 
Poultry and game, fresh ________________ ••••• do _____ _ 

Other meats (including edible offal) ••••••••• do •• •••• 

Sausage casings: 

oJJi~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~j~~-~~~~~ 
Oleo stock ________________ ----------- ___ ••••• do .•.•••• 
Tallow------ -•. ------ __ ----.----------- ••.•• do ••..•.. Lard. ______ ••• _------- ___________ ..• ______ .. do .•..••• 
Lnrd compounds containing animal fats ..•••• do ____ __ _ 
Oleo and lard stearin _____ __ _____ ______ _ ••••. do ..••••• 
Oleomargarine of animal or vegetable ••••. do ••••••• 

fats. 
Milk and cream: 

Fresh and sterilized ________________ Gallon .••••• 
Cqndensed, sweetened •••••••••.• •• Pound •••••• 

Evaporated.---------------------- ••••.. do .•••••• 

Dried •• ---------------------------- ••••• do •••••.. 
Butter_-- ------------------------------ _____ do ..•••.. 
Cheese _____________ ••• ____ ------------- __ ___ do ••••.•. 

Infants' foods, malted milk, etc •••••...•••.. do ••••••• 

Eggs in the shelL •. ----------------- --- Dozen .•••••• 
Eggs and yolks, frozen, dried, and Pound •••••• 

canned. 
Meat extracts and bouillon cubes ..•••.• ____ _ do •.••••• 
Gelatin. __ • ____ --·--------------------- ----.do ______ _ 

Hides and skins, raw: Cattle hides _______ _________________ •..•. do .•..••• 
Calf skins.------------------------- ..... do .•.•.. • 
Sheep and goat skins _______________ ••••. do ..••••• 

Other hides and skins ______________ •.•.. do . ....•. 

Horses other than breeding_____________ Number •.•• 

Mules, asses, and burros.---~---------- ..•.. do .•... · •• 
Barley_. ____ --- ------------------------ Bushel. .•••• 
Malt .. ___ . ___ -------- _____ -----------•.•• __ .do .•.••.• 
Buckwheat ••• ------------------------ - _____ do .•.•••. 

Proposed export debenture rates applied to erporta of aoricultural products and manufactures thereof, calendar gear, 19£9 I 

1. AGRICULTUltAL COMMODITIES AND MANU1i'ACTURED FOOD i'RODUC'IS 

Para
graph 

No. Tariff classification of commodity, Tariff rates of the rate on which is used 
House 

bill 

703 Hogs .. -------------------------------- 2 cents per pound.--------------------

~~~ ~~~~iiii!:i.=iiii~::::::::::::::::::: -~:~~i~~~~~~~~~~:::::::::::::::: ::::: 
706 Meats preserved •••• ------------------ 6 cents per pound but not less than 

20 per cent. 

703 
703 

703 
703 
703 
703 

Pork, fresh.- -------------------------- 2~ cents per pound ••. ·---------------Other pork, prepared or preserved .•• ~ 3~ cents per pound _________________ _ 

Hams and shoulders._.········-·-··-- ••.•• do •••• --------------------------·· 
Bacon . __ .• --- - ----------------------- •••.. do ._ •• ----------------------------
Other pork, prepared or preserved ..••••.... do._.-----------------------------

__ ___ do .•• .. ___ --------- --------------- .•. •• do_ •.• ----------------------------

Exports, 1929 

Quantity 

27,017 

15,431 
448,611 

2, 917,859 
10,824,870 

13, 589,070 
5, 039,034 

125, 796, 826 
138, 423, 370 

5, 858,054 
44,787, 116 

Value 

$464,998 

211,770 
301,301 
661,669 

1, 321,002 

2, 169,025 
717, 892 

26,461,981 
20, 850,928 
1,123, 875 
6,403, 050 

Debenture 
cost 

$67,542 

23,146 
13,458 
87,536 

324,746 

169,238 
818,843 

2, 044,198 
2, 249,380 

95,193 
727,791 

Notes 

On assumption of average weight of 
250 pounds per head. 

702 
706 

{Mutton, fresh ..•• --------------------- 5 cents per pound •• ----------------- --} 
Lamb, fresh •. -- ----------------------- 7 cents per pound __ ____________ ___ __ _ _ 
Meats, preserved._.------------------ 6 cents per pound, but not less than 

20 per cent. 

835,411 
3, 724,042 

210,807 
1,124,163 

2.7• 569 {On assumption that exports are 80 
per cent lamb, 20 per cent mutton. 

112, 415 Calculated on the ad valorem rate. 

706 
703 
703 
706 

712 
706 

1756 
1756 
1756 

701 
701 
701 
703 
703 
701 
709 

707 
708 

708 

708 
709 
710 

.• _ •• do .•• ____ .-----------------------•••.•• do._._---- __ ---------------------- 2, 606,162 
10,239,914 

2, 139, 100 
2, 266,448 

945,402 
3, 694,820 

706,424 
614,887 

94,546 Do. 
Pork, prepared or preserved........... 3!4 cents per pound ••••••••• '. • •• :. ••••• 

____ . do. ___ •. __ •••••.. ___ .-------- __ •••.••.. do ____ ••.•. __ ------------------- .. 
166,399 

Meats preserved _--------------------- 0 cents per pound, but not less than 
34,760 
67, 993 Calculated on the specitl.o rate. 

20 per cent. 

{
Chicken, ducks, geese, and guineas •... 8 cents per pound---------------------} 
Turkeys.- --- ------------------------- 10 cents per pound ___________________ _ 
Meats preserved •••• ------------------ 6 cents per pound, but not less than 

20 per cent. 

2, 472,574 
41,422,103 

842,303 
4, 610,789 

98, 903 Assuming exports are all chickens. 
1, 242, 068 Calculated on the spec!tl.o rate1 

Sausage casings.---------------------- Free.--------------------------------- -------------- -------------- -------------
-- .•. do. __ ----.------------------------ ...•• do •... ------------.--------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
-___ .do __ .----·------------------------ . __ .. do .••.. --------------------------- --- ..•.•.••• . .••..•••.••• _ .. ______ • ___ . ••• 
Oleo oiL .. ---------------------------- 1 cent per pound •. -- ------------------ 68,208,850 7, 501,270 341,044 
Tallow-------------------------------- One-half cent per pound .•..••••• -..... 8, 095, 202 859,633 20, 238 

_____ do ... ------------------------------ .••.• do ... ------------------------------ 3, 840,020 326,851 9, 600 
Lard--- ----------- -- -------------- --- - 3 cents per pound .•. ------------------ 847,867,918 107,976, 396 12,718,019 
Lard compounds and lard substitutes_ 5 cents per pound •. ------------------- 3, 632, 219 457, 229 90,805 
Oleo oiL .. ----------- ----------- ------ 1 cent per pound •. -------------------- 3, 930,682 440,075 19,653 
Oleomargarine •••• -------------------- 14 cents per pound •• ------------------ 901,625 152,401 63, 114 

Whole milk. ----------- · ---------- -- -
Milk, condensed or evaporated, 

sweetened. 
Milk, condensed or evaporated, 

unsweetened. Dried whole milk ____________________ _ 

Butter.-------------------------------
Cheese •••.••... ----------------- ___ •. _ 

5 cents per gallon ______________________ 

2~ cents per pound ••• ----------------

1.4 cents per pound--------------------

4~ cents per pound ••• ------------ ----
14 cents per pound ------------- - ------
7 cents per pound, but not less than 

35 per cent. 

180,217 103,571 4,505 
41,242,812 6, 459,419 463,982 

68,942,613 6, 844,208 482,598 

5, 342,301 1, 366,794 126,880 
3, 724,245 1, 750, 278 260,697 
2, 646,009 735,333 128,683 Calculated on the ad valorem rate. 

708 Malted milk and compounds or sub
stitutes for milk or cream. 

30 per cent ad valorem ....••.•.•.••••• 2, 126,136 655,844 98,377 

713 Eggs of poultry, in the shelL. ________ _ 10 cents per dozen ___________ ________ __ 12,074,830 4, 081,363 603,742 
713 Whole eggs, egg yolk, and egg albumen, 

frozen. 
8 cents per pound __ ____ _____ __ ________ 325,706 61,644 13,028 

705 Extract of meat, including fluid __ ____ _ 15 cents per pound --- -- ---- -- ---- --- --
20 per cent and 7 cents per pound .•••• 

185, 116 400,077 13,884 
42 Edible gelatin, valued at 40 cents or 

more per pound. 
269,620 168,696 26,306 

1530 
1530 
1766 

1766 
714 

714 
722 
722 
723 

Hides, cattle .. ------------·----------- 10 per cent.--------------------------- 22,544,535 3, 516,494 175,825 

·stii:.~0ofaif-kinds~-z.a~~-8n<i-iiicfe8~- -Fr-6~~-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ----~~~~:~~~- ..... ~:~~~:~~~- -------~~:~~~-
n. s. p. f. 

__ . •• do _______ ._ .•. _ ..... _._ .. . _ .•..• _ •..•.. • do __________ ________ ---- ___ . ___ •• __ ---- ___ ----- .• -------------- . -------------

{Valued at not more than $150 per bead. $30 per bead .•. -------------------------------------- ------------ -- ---------- ---- }Assuming all exports valued at not 
Valued at more than $150 per head .•.. 20 per cent ad valorem________________ 7, 858 722,202 110,370 more than $150 per bead . 

...•. do .... ----------------------------- ggoP~~rc~~t~C:i"vaiorem·:::::::::::::::: ------- i5;295- ·---i;si2; 965- ------229;425· } Do. 
Barley •. ------------------------------ 20 cents per bushel (48 pounds)________ 29, 523,077 24, 154,866 2, 952,308 
Barley malt. .•. ••• -------------------- 40 cents per 100 pounds________________ 3, 3 0, 783 3, 334,438 229, 893 Assuming 34 pounds per bushel. 
Buckwheat--------------------------- 25 cents per 100 pounds________________ 191, 141 212,981 11,468 Assuming 48 pounds per bushel. 



Corn _____________ ---- ___ --------------_ BusheL •••• _ 
Corn meaL---------------------------- BarreL _____ _ -Hominy and corn grits ____________ _____ Pound _____ _ 
Corn breakfast foods ready to eat_ _________ __ do.------
Oats._--------------------------------- BusheL •.• __ Oatmeal, flaked and rolled oats _______ _ Pound _____ _ 
Rice. ---------------- --- --------------- ••..• do •• _----Rice flour, meal and broken rice ________ •.••• do ______ _ 

Rye _________________ ------------------- Bushel •• ___ _ 
Rye flour _----------------------------- BarreL •. ___ _ 
Wheat._: •. _--- __ --------- _______ -----_ BusheL ____ _ 
Wheat flour.--------------------------- BarreL ____ _ 

Biscuits and crackers: 
Plain ____ --- - ---------------------- Pound ••• __ _ 

Ma~;~:{~~c~~~: : : ::::::::::: : :::::::: :::::~~=::: :: 
Wheat breakfast foods ready to eat __ __ ______ do.-----
Wheat breakfast foods to be cooked ______ ___ do. ____ _ 
g~~eal foo_ds, n. e. s ____ ____________ ____ __ ___ do _____ _ 

t~f~~~~~Iill~1ill~~~~~~~~~l-~~lf\~=-; 
V
Other fresh vegetables __________________ ••.•• do ______ _ 

egetables, canned: 
Asparagus ___________ ____ -----______ Pound ••. __ _ 

Baked beans and pork and beans • . _____ do ______ _ 
Corn •• ----- ___ -------------. ______ _ ____ .do ______ _ 

724 Corn •••• ------------------------------ 25 cents per bushel (56 pounds) --------
724 Corn meaL · ---- ---------------------- 50 cents per 100 pounds ___ _________ __ _ 
724 Corn grits _____ _____ __ --------- ------ -- ----.do._ ---------------- --------------
732 Cereal breakfast foods _________________ 20 per cent ad valorem ___ ____________ _ 
726 Oats· ---- ------ ------- ---------------- 15 cents per bushel (32 pounds)------ --
726 Oatmeal and rolled oats.--- r- --------- 80 cents per 100 pounds ____ ___________ _ 
727 Rice _____ ____ _________ _______ ____ ___ __ 1~ cents per pound ___ __ ____ _________ _ 
727 Broken rice, rice meal, flour, polish Five-eights cents per pound __________ _ 

and bran. 
728 Rye·---------------------------------- 15 cents per bushel (56 pounds) _______ _ 
728 Rye flour and meaL_- ---- -------- ---- 45 cents per hundredweight. _- --------
729 Wheat ____ ____ ________________________ 42 cents per bushel (60 pounds)--------
729 Wheat fiour. _ ------------------------- $1.04 per hundredweight .• -- ----------

733 
733 
725 
732 
732 
732 
732 
777 

1558 
763 
767 
769 
768 
772 

Biscuits, etc __________________________ 30 per cent ad valorem ________________ _ 
___ •• do. ____ --------- -------- --------- - _____ do. ___ ---- ------------------------
Macaroni, etc., containing no eggs ••• - 2 cents per pound.------------------ --Cereal breakfast foods ________________ _ 20 per cent ad valorem _______________ _ 

_____ do. ____ ------- __ ------------------ .•.•. do. ___ ------ ----------------------
Cereal breakfast foods, etc ____________ _ .•.•. do._. _____ ------------------------
Cereal preparations •• ----------------- . ____ do. _____ --------------------------
Hay----- ------------------------------ $4 per short ton._---------------------
Raw product, n. s. p. L--------------- 10 per cenL •• ------ ------------------
Beans, dried. __ ----------------------- 2~ cents per pound._·---------------
Peas, dried .. -------------------------- 1% cents per pound._ -----------------Potatoes, white or Irish _______________ 75 cents per 100 pounds _______________ _ 

~~~~~:i)ie5:8.iioiiier~~================= ~o~~~c~~~-~~~-~::::::::::::::::::::: 
73 ,Vegetables, prepared or preserved, 35 per cent ad valorem _______________ _ 

D. S. p. f. 
763 Beans, prepared or preserved _______ ___ 3 cents per pound---------------------
773 Vegetables, prepared or preserved, 35 per cent ad valorem ____ .-----------

n. s. p. f. 
Peas·------------------------------ _____ do_______ 767 Peas, prepared or preserved. __________ 2 cents per pound ____________________ _ 
Soups __________________________________ .do_______ 773 Soups ____ _______ --- --------- __ -------- 35 per cent._--------------------------
To:Qlatoes. --------------- ---------- ____ . do_______ 770 Tomatoes, prepared or preserved______ 40 per cent._--------------- -----------
Other canned vegetables._--------- __ __ _ do_______ 773 Vegetables, prepared, n. s. p. L ------- 35 per cent.---- -----------------------Pickles ___ ___________ ___ ______ ___ ____________ do_______ 773 _____ do __ _________ ______ ___ ___ __________ 35 per cent ad valorem _______________ _ 

Catsup and other tomato sauces ________ __ ___ do_______ 773 Vegetables, prepared or preserved ____ _ 35 per cenL---- -----------------------

~f~:~;ra_~~-~~-:~1!~~~~::::::::::::::: ·aail~~-:::::: ~~~ ~r~:i!~~~~-~_r~~~~-e-~·-~--~~-~·-!: : ::: : : -6-ceg~-iiergaiioii~~==:::::::::::::::::: Yeast. _________ __ ____ ____ _____________ _ Pound______ 24 Unenumerated manufactured article •. 20 per cent_ __________________________ _ 

~~r!~1~~i~=~~;!~~~~~~~~~~~~~= ;~~~;~:~~;~~ ------!§- -~~~~~~~~~;===~~=~=~~;=~~= ~~~~~~~~ -~~~:Jlo~i~;~~~~~=~~;~;;;;~~~~ 
Pineapples _____________________________ . •••• do_______ 746 Pineapples, per crate of 2.45 cubic feet.. 35 cents per crate.~------- - ------------
Apples: 

~J:~~~~~~;~~~~;;~;;;~~~;;;:;;;; :!~;~:=~~~~ } 
Pears ___ ------------------------------- •.••. do ______ _ 

~~~~~~esiirffii£:.-.~~~~~:::::::::::::::: :::::~~=:::::: 
Dried and evaporated fruits: 

Pears. ___ -------------------------- .•••• do •• _. __ 
Raisins •• __ ------------------------ _____ do. __ __ _ 
Apples·---------------------------- _____ do. ____ _ 

~~:~1~;s ___ ~~: ::::::::::::::::::::::: :::: :~~=::: :: 
Prunes ••• ------ -------------------- _____ do. __ • __ 

Ca~!~~~~ft~:ed and evaporated ••••••• _____ do ______ _ 

Berries •• _. _--- --------------------- ____ _ do •• •• __ 
Apples and applesauce _____________ .•••• do._----

Apricots. __ ------------------------ ____ _ do ______ _ 

Cherries. ____ --------------- ------- __ •.• do. ____ _ 

Prunes----------------------------- _____ do. ____ _ 

Peaches---------------------------- _____ do. ____ _ 

fears •. _--------------------------- _____ do. ____ _ Pineapples ______________________________ do._.---

734 Apples·------------------------------- 25 cents per bushel of 50 pounds ••••• • { 

~~ ~e~~:-------------------------------- ~r ceif!s per p~~r- t-----------------

~!~ ~::~1e~: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: -~-~~~t-~~~~~~~~=~~:::::::::::::::::: 
750 Other fresh fruit---------------~-----·- 35 per cent.--- - -----------------~-----

748 
742 
734 
735 
745 
747 
750 

~~~~s~r!~~::::: :::::::::::::::::::::: -:-~~d~-~~~ -~~~-~::::::: :::::::::::::: 
!~~~;fs~~~~cc:::::::::::::::::::::: :::::~~=: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Peaches, dried. __ .-------------------- ___ __ do. ____ ---------------------------Prunes, dried _________________________ One-half cent per pound _____________ _ 
Fruits, dried, n. s. p. [__ ____ ____________ 35 per cent.---------------------------

736 Berries, edible, prepared or preserved. 3§ per cent ad valorem _______________ _ 
734 Apples otherwise prepared or pre- 272 cents per pound.---------------- -

served. 
735 Apricots otherwise prepared or pre- 35 per cent ad valorem _______________ _ 

served. 
737 Cherries, prepared or preserved in 57\1 cents per pound and 40 per cent __ _ _ 

any manner. 
747 Prunes, otherwise prepared or pre- 35 per cenL.---•---------------------

served. 
745 Peaches, otherwise prepared or pre- _____ dO--------------------------------

served. 
748 Pears, otherwise prepared or preserved. ___ __ do ____ ____ _______________________ _ 
746 Pineapples~ otherwise prepared or 2 cents per pound.-------------------

preservea. 
Fruits for salad ______ ----- _____ __ •• _ •••• do. ______ ------- __ ---- __ ____ ___ -- __ ---------------.-- __ --- _____ --- ________ -- _ ---------------------
Other canned fruits._------ -------- _____ do. _____ ---------- --·------------------- ------------------ ---------------·------------------------

33, 745, 270 
267, 121 

14, 383, 857 
6, 157, 114 
6, 608,727 

81,245,501 
315, 441, 412 

70,593,596 

3, 433,576 
14,764 

90,129,600 
13,663,457 

6, 743,348 
3, 874,556 

10, 740, 479 
1, 961, 627 
1, 242,040 
4, 638,529 

12,373, 749 
11,073 

2,694, 978 
291, 218 
114,320 

2, 734,530 
580,273 

199, 043, 905 

22,834,475 

7, 664,894 
8, 366,230 

8, 384, 673 
28,761,205 
4, 674, 113 

13, 126, 129 
4,136,192 

11,014,301 
3, 732,241 

318,511 
3, 584,074 
2, 969,034 • 

976,264 
266,358 

6, 510, 514 
50,791 

9,452,588 
2, 467,948 

14, 728,517 
47,306,879 
69,995,885 
19,947,316 
58,956, 119 

4, 576,466 
149, 686, 659 
37,889, 187 
21, 264, 616 
7, 785,897 

197, 227, 583 
13,568,690 

12, 684, 141 
22,963,281 

30, 246, 105 

2, 069,091 

2, 616,486 

90,040,895 

56,075,297 
46,153,359 

33,874, 645 
10,643,848 

34,058, 510 
1, 330,468 

304, 761 
525,341 

3, 389, 111 
4, 220,140 

12,129, 009 
1, 980, 679 

3, 612,596 
84,699 

111, 500, 615 
80,788,765 

1, 114,887 
916,221 
925,004 
181, 611 
140,740 
496,361 
952,442 
267,046 

2, 337,928 
1, 162,488 

483,963 
3, 223,436 

786,507 
6, 340,092 

3, 544,726 

667,013 
629, 133 

739,789 
2, 722, 675 

340,078 
808,444 
386,367 

1,490, 084 
769,847 
167,680 
652,894 
411,648 

3, 619, 743 
1, 410,485 

18,745,561 
149, 126 

20,671,242 
12,467,077 
1, 424,832 
2, 463,724 
4, 831, 872 

806, 111 
2, 070,470 

573,302 
8, 390,051 
4, 633,108 
3, 515,207 

842,091 
14,837,915 

1, 489, 398 

1, 307, 719 
1, 185,349 

2, 947,925 

353,039 

264,293 

8, 315, 560 

6, 241,697 
4,557, 493 

5, 139, 561 
1, 051,967 

4, 218, 159 
130, 889 Assuming 196 pounds per barrel. 
35,960 
52,534 

495,655 
324,982 

1, 971,509 
220,605 

257, 518 
6, 511 Do. 

18, 927, 216 
10, 633, 038 Assuming 196 pounds per barrel; 

obtained by deducting $3,292J?57; 
, debenture on export of wheat nour 

made from foreign wheat from 
original total of $13,925,795. 

167, 233 
137,433 
107,405 
18, 151 
14,074 
49,636 
95,244 
24,804 

116,896 
218, 414 Assuming 60 pounds per bushel. 
58,017 Assuming 58 pounds per bushel. 

615,269 Assuming 60 pounds per bushel. 
330,756 Assuming 57 pounds per bushel. 

1, 585,023 

620, 327 

114,973 
110,098 

83,846 
476,451 
68,016 

141, 478 
67,614 

260,765 
134,723 

9, 555 
65,289 

------5i2;539" No corresponding rate. 
Assuming 70 pounds per box. 

197,105 Assuming 74 pounds per box. 
1, 928,680 Assuming 70 pounds per box. 

8,888 

992,522 Assuming 42 pounds ber box. 
1, 011,859 Assuming 3.28 bushels per barrel. 

92,053 
Duty, 0.65 cent per pound. 153,747 

174,990 
49,868 

362,332 

45,765 
1, 496,867 

378,892 
212,646 
77,859 

493,069 
260,645 

228,851 
287,041 

515,887 

127,508 

46,251 

1,455, 223 

1, 092,297 
461,534 

-·-·-·-·'"'·---- No corresponding rate. 
------------·- Do. 

1 Upon request the debenture rates upon manufactured food products bave been calculated at one-half the duty on such products in H. R. 2667 as passed by the House instead of at the rates oo the basic materinl raw as 
proposed in the Norris and Brookhart amendments. 



Propo3td export debenture rate8 applied to exports of agricultural products and manufactures thereof, calendar year 192&-Conntiued 

' 
1. AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES AND MANUFACTURED FOOD PRODUCTS-continued 

Commodity Unit of 
qUantity 

Preserved fruits, jellies, and jams_____ Pound------
Other fruit preparations ________________ .•••• do .• ----

Peanuts ____ • ___ ------------------------ .•••• do. ____ . 

Para
graph 

-·. 

No. Tarl.fi classification of commodity, Tariff rates of the rate on which is used 
House 

bill 

749 
750 

757 

Jellies, jams, marmalades ___________ __ 35 per cenL---------------------------
Fruits otherwise prepared or preserved •••••• do .• ------------------------.: ••••• 

Peanuts{Shelled. --------------------- 7 cents per pound.--------------------} 
Unshelled___________________ 4~ cents per pound.------------------

Other nuts .• ----------------':.---------- ••••• do._---- ---------- ---------------------------------------- -------.----.---------------------------
Cottonseed oil: 

Crude._.-------------------------- __ ___ do •• ____ 55 Cottonseed, oil________________________ 3 cents per pound.--------------------
Refined ________________ _________________ do._---- ---------- ____ _ do._---- -------------------------- __ ___ do ._--- - --- -- ---------------------

Corn oiL •.. ---------------------------- _____ do______ 54 Oils1 n. s. p. L------- -------------,---- 20 per cent. ••• -----------------------·-Vegetable-oil lard compounds _____ __ ___ _____ do__ __ __ 703 Lara compounds and lard substitutes. . 5 cents per pound ____________________ _ 
·other edible vegetable oil and fats ______ ••••• do •••••• ------'---- ---------------------------------------- ------- --------- ------------------------

Exports, 1929 

Quantity 

2, 413, 139 
23,915, 146 

4,880, 038 

6, 020, 135 

19, 172, 131 
6, 902,890 

315, 255 
6, 342,631 
3, 893,049 

Value 

$455,325 
1, 225,209 

408,004 

1, 072,886 

1, 542, 241 
845,415 
42,329 

866, 597 
616,804 

Debenture 
cost 

$79, 682 
214,412 

Notes 

l54, 026 shelled, 25 per cent not shelled, the !
Assuming an average of 75 per cent 

, ratio or imports into Canada· from 
United States, fiscal year 1929. 

-------------- No corresponding rate. 

287,582 
103,543 

4, 233 
lli8, 566 

Do . 
. {Testing not above 48 per cent total J3.3 cent. s per gallon-------------------~ 

Moiasses·------------------------------ Gallon.----- 502 T~~~~ above 48 per cent total sugar ___ l6 ~:~;s~dditional each per cent total 8, 577, 309 

Roney_-----------·-------------------- Pound._____ 716 Honey.------------------------------- 3 cents per pound.--------------------

768,897 

775,340 
4, 412, 137 

268,664 
972,814 

8, 857,751 
181,513 
597,292 

1, 383,841 

450,313 Assuming an average of 60 per cent. 

Glucose (corn sirup) ____________________ .•••. do ••••.• ~ 503 Dextrose .•• --------------------------- 2 cents per pound ____________________ _ 
Grape sugar (corn sugar>-----------•--- _____ do_______ 503 _____ do _____________ ____ _____ __ _________ ... .•• do ___________ ---------------------
Sirup, including maple ___ ___________________ do.______ 503 Maple siruP--------------------------- 5 cents per pound ____________________ _ 
Cornstarch and corn flour _____________ •••• . do....... 85 Starches, n. s. p. !--------------------- 1~ cents per pound·---- ------------- '-

B
0rt0h0emr sctoarrnc_h_._-_-__ -_-_-__ --_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_ .,_-_-_-_-_-_-__ -_--_-_-__ L __ 

0
_n. dgot_o_n ______ --_ 85 Potato starch.------------------------ 2~ cents per poul}.d. ------------------777 Broomcorn •. -------------------------- $10 per short ton ____ _________________ _ 

t~~-aiiilmo11aii;tiniii8xitJ;cilire<f:::: -~~~g:::.::: 1ib~ ~~~--ili-iile-grease--oi-W:ailie<i--per- ~ :~~~ ~=~ ~g~~~=::::::::::::::::::: 
pound of clear content. 

8, 675, 707 
118, 523, 086 

7, 238, 983 
. 3, 175,595 

235, 041. 590 
3, 779, 129 

4, 371 
7, 677, 157 

239,336 87,592 

130, 136 
1, 185, 231 

72,390 
79,390 

1, 762,812 
47, 239 
24,478 

921,259 
19, 123 Assuming exports are of 47 per cent 

clear content. 
Agricultural totaL::.----·---------- _ ------------- ---------- -------------------- ______ -------------- ___ __ ----- ____ -------------------------- __ ---------- _______ _ -------- 89,063,140 

. 

Commodity Unit of 
quantity 

Leaf tobacco •• -------~-~----:·-------------------- Pound ••• ---

2. TOBACCO AND TOBACCO MANUFACTURES 

Para- Tariff classifl.
graph cation on com-

Ifo~ r::i~~~Y~~~~h 
b111 is used 

Ta:rit! rate 

Exports, 1929 
c~~~er- 1------------~---------1 

factor 
Q~antity Value 

601 Filler tobacco, 35 cents per ---------- 555, 415, 451 $145,810, 570 
if unstem- pound. 
med. 

Equivalent ex
ports of raw 

materials 
Debenture 

cost 

$97, 197, 704 

Notes 

Stems, trimmings, and scrap tobaccO-------------- -:.r--do •••••• 
Cigarettes .••• ____________ ------------------------- Thousand •.. 
Chewing tobacco, plug and other------------------ Pound -----
Smoking tobacco _______ -_------------------------- ••... do.--- --Other tobacco manufactures _______________________ ..••• do •••••• 

601 .•••• do ••••••• .: -----dO---------- 1. 000 10• 549• 278 3tB, 904 -------------- ---- 1• 8
2
46• 124 lDebentures on tobacco products have been 

601 _____ do ________ ••••. do__________ (1) 8, 455,851 16,706,421 a 24,099,175.35 4, 17, 3r calculated on the basis of equivalent ex-

~i :::::~g:: :::::: :::::~g:: :::::::: : ~~~ ~; ~8; ~~ 1
• ~~; ~~ . 

2
• ~gg; ~~:: ~l~; ~9~ ~orts ofleaf tobacco at the leaf-tobacco de· 

601 ••••• do.------- ••••• do__________ • 759 197,734 111, '273 150, 080.11 26,264 enture rate. · 
------l----------l---------l-----------l---------1 

TotaL .•••••• ------·---------------------------------·--------------------------------------------"---------------------------------------------------------- 103,952,368 

12.85 pounds per 1,000. ·Pounds. 
3. COTTON AND COTTON MANUJ'ACTURES 

Basic com-
Commodity Unit of quan- modity for 

tity which rate is Debenture rate 
taken 

. 
Cott<>n, unmanUfactured._------------------------------ Pound ••• --- Cotton ......... 2centsperpound. 
Cotton mill waste._- -~-- -------------------------------- _____ do ____ ________ do ______________ do __________ _ 
Cotton rags, except paper stock __________________________ ••.•. do ____________ do _________ ••••• do __________ _ 
Ootton batting, carded cotton, and roving ___________ ____ _____ do _______ ••.•. do ______________ do ________ __ _ 

Cotton yarn: 
Carded yarn, not combed._._ ----------•------------ ••••• do ••••••• _____ do ____ __________ do __________ _ 
Combed yarn _______ --------------------------------- -- - •• do ••••••• _____ do ••••••••• __ .•. do __________ _ 

Cot-ton thread and cordage: . . 
Sewing thread ____ • ____ --- --~---· ------ ----------·--- .•.•• do. ___________ do ______________ do . ..•••••• & . 

Crochet, darning, and embroidery cotton .•••••••••.• ...• • do. ___________ do ••••••••• _____ do __________ _ 
Twine and cordage·---· ------------------------------ ••••• do ....... --~--do _________ ••••• do ....... ______ _ 

Conver Exports, 1929 
sion 1------------.----------1 

factor Quantity Value . 

1.0 3, 981, 509, 485 $770, 830, 254 
1.1 59,129, 559 6, 744,096 
1.18 21,095,634 1, 541,930 
1.05 446,301 85,812 

1.18 13,919,250 4, 681,954 
1. 43 13,571,962 10,843,493 

1. 43 1,053, 882 1, 149, 515 
1. 43 82,825 96,781 
1.18 4, 588,069 1,811, 740 

Equivalent ex
ports of raw 

materials 

3, 981, 509, 485. 00 
65, '()42, 514. 90 
24, 892, 848. 10 

468,616.05 

16,424,715. ()() 
19, 407, 005. 66 

1, 507, 051. 26 
118,439. 75 

5, 413, 921. 42 

Debenture 
costs 

$79, 630, 190 
1.300, 850 

497,857 
9,372 

328,494 
388,158 

30, 141 
2, 369 

108,278 

I 

Notes 

r•boutu'" on ootton pmduot.. hava b""' 
calculated on the basis of equivalent ex· 
ports of raw cotton at the raw cotton deben-
ture rate. 

~ 
~ 
a 
~ 
~ 
~ 
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Cotton cloth, duck and tire fabric: 
Tire fabric-

Cotton ~J~:f _-_-_::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: -~~~~~=-~:~: :::: :~g::::::::: :::::~g::::::::::: 
lj~~Tla~:~~aper dryer, hose and belting duck _________ do ______ ••••• do ________ .•.•• do _________ _ 

Ounce--------------------------------- ~--------- ••••• do _______ .•.•. do ••• ----- ••••. do •••• ------

Blea~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::~g~_-_:::: :::: :~g:::: :::: :::::~g:::: :::::: 
Colored. ___ ----------------------------------------- .•••• do _______ ••••. do. __ ----- ••••• do •••• ------

Cotton cloth, unbleached (gray): 

[~al;~ !~#~~~~~~·;~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~J~~~~~~~~ ~~J~~~ ~ ~~~~~ ~~~~~t~= ~ ~ =~=~~~= 
Cot~~ g{~1f. ~~~~~~d- ------------------------------- •• ••. do ____________ do •. ------ - ~ ---do ••• _------

D<ilf~5~~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~J~~~~~~~~ ~~j~:~::~~~~~ ~~J~~~~=~~~=~~~ 
Oot~~ gi~~. c~~;~~~----------------------------------- .•••. do ____________ do ______________ do __________ _ 

Voiles .• _--- ----------------------------------------- _____ do _______ .•••• dO--------- .•.•• dO-----------
Percales and prints-

Suitri:~~~I~f~Ijl!!!i!l!;;;;j~~~~~j)~;;·; ;; __ -!!!:11-~ ;;_;;!!1Ji1~J=ll ;·;;;!!~!!~~~-::; 
All other printed fabrics- . R: yards per pound and lighter __________________ ..••• do ____________ do _________ .•••• do __________ _ 
All ot~!~iefe~~~~~~~~g~~~~ a pound _______________ ••••• do _______ . •••. do _____ ___ _ •.••• do __________ _ 

Marls per pound and lighter-------------------- _____ do _______ ----.do _____ ______ ___ do __ ________ _ 

All other ;!;~e~;~~~:b~~~~~~~-~~~===:=:::::::::::: :::::~g:::::: :::::~~:-::::::: :::::~g:-::::::::: 
Oth~o:~~~~~b~~n mixtures (chief value cotton)------ ••••• do •••••• _____ do.------- _____ do •••••••••• 

~~~~~=: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~~~-yard: :::::~g:: :::::: :::::~g: ::::::::: 
Pile fabrics, plushes, velveteen, corduroys ____________ •••.. do •• ---- ••••. do.------- _____ do •• --------Tagestry and other upholstery goods _____________________ do ___________ do _____________ do _______ __ _ 

0 
Co ton fabrics sold by the pound·------------------- Pounds __________ do ________ •••.• do _________ _ 

otton wearing apparel: 
Knit ~oods-

G oves· ------------------·--···--·-----···------ Dozen pairs •.••.• do _________ .•.•• do ••••••••••• 
Hosiery-

Women's·----·---------------- -------------- • _ ••• do •••. _______ .do .••. ----- __ .•• do __________ _ 

Children's. ---------------------------------- ___ •. do •• _____ .•.•• do •••. _---- ____ .do __________ _ 
Men's socks._------------------------------- ______ do ________ •••• do _____ ---- ____ .do .••• -------

L25 
1.25 

2.36 

1.18 
1.18 
1.18 
1.18 

.22 

.30 

.30 

. eo 

.30 

.22 
• 20 
• 30 
.30 
.20 

.13 

.20 

.20 

.30 

. 22 

.60 

.60 
• 22 
. 22 

.16 

.22 

.18 

. 26 

.22 
,22 

1. 25 
.37 
• 74 

1.00 
1.17 

1. 20 

1.80 

1.80 
1.20 

Underwear_------------------------------------- Dozen _______ .•••• do ••••.••••••••• do___________ 12.00 
Sweaters, shawls, and other knit outerwear ••••.. Number ••.•• __ ___ do ______________ do___________ 1. 50 
Collars and cufis. _ ------------------------------ Dozen. _____ ••••. do _____ ••.••••. do ---- .• ---- ----------

g~~~~w~~~~~~t ~!~:~~·-~~-~-~~~-t~::~~~:::::::: :::::~g: ::::: :::::~g: ::::::: :::::~g:: :::::::: ::::::::: 
Shirts . ___ --------------------------------------- _____ do. ____ _ ____ _ do._------ _____ do._- ------- 8. 00 

8i~~e~~:~i~t~io~~1n~~i~~~::::::::::::::::::::::: -~~~~~~=== :::::~g:: :::::: :::::~g:: :::::::: ~!~ 
Other cotton manufactures: 

Handkerchiefs _____ ------~-- ------------------------- Dozen. __________ do._------ -~---do._-------- (7) 

4, 969,963 
1, 355,239 

688,618 

6,045, 770 
4, 249,118 
2, 293,417 
1,842, 948 

12,469,675 
82,174,153 

1, 561, 372 
22,581,106 
19, 050, 1',36 

4, 507,030 
10, 421, 548 
33,575,043 
12,960,689 
27,839, 039 

56,378,646 

29,991, 139 
11,595,083 
4, 451,811 
4, 526,474 

17,229,538 
30,343,950 
14,001,954 
16,447,828 

27,556,474 
20,847,631 

24, 717, 573 
19,201,400 
19,807,137 
18,766,787 

l, 569, 156 
780,072 
494,061 
293, 125 

10, 129,620 

125,563 

1, 941,831 

751,213 
1, 084,490 

610,616 
504,912 
231,206 
53,965 

116, 5ll 
236,450 
610, 126 

-- ... -------------
213, 752 

Laces, embroideries, and lace window curtains.. ______ Yard ________ .•... do _____________ do__________ (B) 4, 264,710 

~~I~~ g:~~~~- ~~:-~-~c-~-~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::: -~~~gg~:: ::: :::::~g:::::::: :::::~g:::::::::: i: i~ 5, ~: k~ 
Quilts, comforts, counterpanes, and bedspreads ______ Number ____ ... .• do _______ _ __ ___ do________ __ 4.00 184,863 
Bedsheets, pillow bolster, and mattress cases ________ Dozen .••..• ___ __ do __ _____ _ .•..• do__________ 18.00 36,803 
Towels, bath mats, and wash cloths----------------- ..... dO.·----- ..•.. do __________ ___ do__________ 4. 00 907,073 
Other cotton manufactures __________________________ ---------- ----- -----------------------------------------------------------

2, 217,421 
472,945 

421,641 

1, 712,012 
1, 720,523 

743,777 
631,575 

1, 580,059 
7, 166,814 

170,747 
2, 292,148 
1, 235,158 

678,925 
1, 076,341 
3, 849,494 
1, 712,039 
3, 273,673 

8,048, 951 

3, 114,296 
1, 610,203 

684,812 
904,219 

3, 152,250 
4, 927,863 
1, 466,375 
1, 751, 199 

4,451, 922 
3, 691,987 

3, 704,941 
2, 808,208 
2, 963,458 
5, 174,491 

885,311 
244,629 
412, 193 
305,280 

3, 756,248 

219,413 

3, 442,369 

1, 143,977 
1, 855,703 

2, 194,452 
419,844 
3ll, 029 
662,670 
538,583 

2, 072,998 
596, 177 

1, 310,938 

145,355 

215,750 
242,368 

1, 209,801 
272,529 
276, 563 

1, 326, 797 
4, 686, 196 

6, 212, 453. 75 
1, 694, 048. 75 

1, 625,138.48 

7, 134,008. 60 
5, 013, 959. 24 
2, 706, 232. 06 
2, 174,678.64 

2, 743, 328. 50 
24, 652, 245. 90 

468,411. eo 
13, 548, 663. 60 

5, 715, 190. 80 

991,546.60 
2, 084, 309. 60 

10, 072, 512. 90 
3, 888, 206. 70 
5, 567, 807. 80 

7, 329, 223. 98 

5, 998, 227. 80 
2, 319, 016. 60 
1, 335, 543. 30 

995,824.28 
10, 337, 722. 80 
18, 206, 370. 00 
3, 080, 429. 88 
3, 618, 522. 16 

4, 409, 035. 84 
4, 586,478.82 

4, 449, 163. 14 
4, 992, 364. 00 
4, 357, 570. 14 
4, 128, 693. 14 

1, 961, 445. 00 
288,626.64 
365,605.14 
293,125.00 

11,851, 655.40 

150,675.60 

3, 495, 295. 80 

1, 352, 183. 40 
1, 301, 388. 00 

7, 327, 392. 00 
757,368.00 

t :~ 
1, 891, 600. 00 

397,451.33 
1, 048, 750.40 

76,423.02 

71,916.67 
500,460.42 

6, 910, 401. 42 
739,452.00 
662,454.00 

3, 628, 292. 00 
(4) 

124,249 
33,881 

32,503 

142,680 
100,279 

54,125 
43,494 

54,867 
493,045 

9, 3e8 
270,973 
114,304 

19,831 
41,686 

201,450 
77,764 

111,356 

146,584 

119,965 
46,380 
26,711 
19,916 

206,754 
364,127 
61,609 
72,370 

88,181 
91,730 

88,983 
99,847 
87,151 
82,574 

39,229 
5, 773 
7, 312 
5,862 

237,033 

3, 014 

69,906 

27,044 
26,028 

146,548 
15,147 

--------------__________ .. ___ 

-------37;832" 
7, 949 

20,975 

About 1U pounds per dozen, finished weight, 
20 per cent waste allowed. 

Do. 
About 1 pound per dozen, finished weight, 

20 per cent waste allowed. 
Only rough estimate possible. 

Do. 

1, 528 .Assuming 75 per cent of imports to be men's 
handkerchiefs 3 square yards per dozen; 
25 per cent women's, 1.361 square yards per 
dozen. 

1, 438 
10,009 . 

138,208 
14, 789 
13,249 
72,566 

g~~~0dt;~~f!:: ::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: ::=::::::::::::::: 86,725,885 
279, 741, 393 

4 Statistics for estimates not available. 
6 $1.50 per pound. 
o $1.25 per pound. 

7 Men's, 1.4; women's, 1.25. 
a $3 per pound. 
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PERMISSION TO Jl'ILE MINORITY VIEWS 

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may have permission to file, not later than midnight to-night, 
my own minority views on the Johnson bill (H. R. 10381) as 
a member of the Committee on World War Veterans' Legisla
tion. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani
mous consent that he may have until midnight to-night to file 
his minority views on the bill H. R. 10381. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
TAFT A..l\'1> THE FILIPINOS 

Mr. OSIAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to insert 
in the REcoRD as an extension of my remarks, a brief tribute 
to the first American civil governor of the Philippine Islands. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from the Philippine Islands 
asks unanimous consent to extend his own remarks in the 
RECORD. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. OSIAS. Mr. Speaker, the Grim Reaper once again claimed 

another victim. It was William Howard Taft" in life. Here
after history will immortalize him as Taft, the good and great 
American, the good and great servant, the good and great man. 

When I was a student I recall reading a magazine article 
about Taft. I do not recall the author, the magazine, or the 
exact year. But I do distinctly remember that the writer pre
sented Taft's as a career of big tasks. Taft's death closed a 
veritable career of great tasks performed conscientiously, faith
fully, and well. 

Taft was a big-hearted man. And he was a man-good and 
great. History does not need to honor him. He made history, 
and his record of deeds and accomplishments constitute his best 
monument. 

His genial nature was a great factor in winning the Filipino 
people's confidence in the aims and purposes of the American 
Government. Taft helped lay the foundation for the stable 
government which has long obtained in the Philippines. He . 
assisted in the permanent solution of the Philippine agrarian 
problem. He was greatly instrumenbl in the establishment of 
self-government in the municipalities and provinces of our island 
nation. He was the first American civil governor. He inaugu
rated the first Philippine As embly while he was Secretary of 
War. As governor, as Secretary of War, as President of the 
United States, Taft steadfastly held to his Philippine policy 
tersely expressed in five words which should forever be 
remembered : 

The Philippines for the Filipinos. 

I repeat, Taft was not only a good and great American. He 
was a good and great man. A little song that has for years 
been popular among certain circles and hilarious stag parties 
used to be sung for the purpose of making fun of Taft and td 
reflect upon the Filipino, whom he called "our brown brother." 
The refrain runs thus : 

He may be a brother ot William H. Taft, but he ain't no brother of 
mine. 

I wonder if those men who used to delight in singing that song 
do not now realize what pigmies they are by the side of that 
great and good man, who could look upon his fellow man as his 
brother regardless of nationality or race! 

Let these insignificant words serve as a wreath coming from 
the grateful people of the Philippines at the tomb of Taft-the 
governor, the Secretary of War, the President, the Chief Justice, 
the man, good and great. The people and Government of the 
United States could build no greater monument to Taft than to 
free the people whom he helped prepare for independent self
government and thus make real Taft's fond desire of truly 
making-

The Philippines for the Filipinos. 

COMMERCIAL POST OFFICE STATION AT ST. PAUL, MINN. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks in the REOORD on the post-office situation. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani
mous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD on the post
office situation. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MAAS. Mr. Speaker, recently the House adopted an 

amendment to the annual appropriation act providing the money 
for rent, light, and heat of postal quarters, forbidding the pay
ment of any rent for the commerci&l post-office station at St. 
Paul, Minn., because the Government has condemned the prop
erty and given the Post Office Department possession of the 
building, which is to be torn down to make way for a new 
Federal building which has been appropriated for. 

Two years ago the Post Office Department stopped paying the 
rent on this station, alleging fraud and excessive r~ntal terms of 
the lease, and the Government entered suit for $280,000 overpay
ment of rent on the basis of the real valuation of the property. 
This case is still pending in court, as is also an appeal on the 
condemnation order. The Post Office Department had no busi
ness inserting in their estimates for rent an item for St. Paul 
for the next fiscal year. When the House removed this item 
the Postmaster General and his assistants appeared before the 
Appropriations Committee of the Senate and requested that the 
amendment be stricken out of the bill, alleging that the depart
ment had no intention of paying this rent anyway, and that the 
money was needed for the rent of temporary quarters when the 
Government should move out of the present commercial sta
tion to make way for its demolition. The effect and purpose of 
the amendment was to definitely terminate this lease by statute 
and eliminate a long-drawn-out court trial. The effect of elimi
nating the amendment would be to r~tify this lease and destroy 
the Government's case in court and force the Government to 
continue to pay $120,000 per yea,r for the next 12 years for this _ 
postal station, which has a value of less than $200,000 and 
which is falling down through cheap and faulty construction, 
and which the city of St. Paul has condemned as unsafe., in
sanitary, and dangerous to life. 

The court has condemned the property and given the Govern
ment possession, but the Post Office Department has not moved 
out, although plenty of available temporary quarters have been 
offered to the Government at but a fraction of the rental paid 
for this station. When the commissioners appointed by the 
court made their award under the condemnation proceedings, 
they took into consideration the value of the land, the building 
itself, and the lease and made an award of $317,000. Now, the 
Post Office Department admits that it prejudiced the Govern
ment's case by inserting the item for rent in the appropriation 
bill in the first place, and the Postmaster General has suggested 
to the Senate Appropriations Committee that to meet the situ
ation they reduce the total lump-sum appropriation by the 
amount of $60,000, admitting now that the other $60,000 of the 
$120,000 for St. Paul is all he will need for rent of temporary 
quarters. This move, however, is simply a subterfuge and will 
not accomplish the purpose. 

The lump-sum appropriation is made up of explanatory esti
mates, which are in printed form and can be submitted as docu
mentary evidence in the court trial. This document shows that 
$120,000 was allocated for St. Paul, which is the exact amount 
of rental called for under the terms of this lease that the Gov
ernment seeks to cancel. 

The effect of leaving this item in the lump sum appropriation 
act without a specific elimination could be only to ratify the 
lease. 

I wish to quote from a letter addressed to an Assistant United 
State:J Attorney General by the then First Assistant Postmaster 
General, dated May 4, 1929, in regard to the make-up of the 
estimates for the fiscal year 1930: 

It will be noted that we start with an amount representing the 
actual obligations in force at the time the estimate is prepared. In
cluded in this, of CQurse, is the amount required to pay the rent for 
the commercial station. 

You will note that he says that the estimate represents actual 
obligations and that can mean nothing else than a ratification 
of the lease, one of the most unconscionable contracts the United 
States has ever entered, which provides for the payment of 
$120,000 per year on a prop~ty worth less than $200,000. The 
building although only eight years old has deteriorated so rap
idly that it is falling apart; it is settling and has huge cracks 
in the walls and the roof is built of second-hand planks and it:; 
in danger of collapse. This lease should be terminated and there 
should be no " ifs " and " ands " .about it. 

If it is the intention of the Post Office Department to make 
no more payments of rent under this lease, it should be made 
plain by statute, which will be done by ·the adoption of the 
House amendment. This will settle the question without any 
long, drawn out court interpretations as to what might or might 
not be the effect or have been meant by the reduction of $60,000 
in the lump-sum appropriation. 

If there is no intention on the part of the Government to pay 
this rent, it should be specifically so stated in the law, then there 
can not be any possibility of misinterpretation by anyone later. 
When the Senate was considering the amendment apparently 
a well-organized campaign of protest was received from bond
holders all over the country by Senators and Representatives 
against the amendment. 

The same man that owns this postal station owns a great 
number of other pqstal stations upon which there has been prac
ticed the worst kind of high financial juggling in exorbitant 

. . 
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bond issues upon fictittous and fraudulent values. He has been 
permitted to indulge in an orgy of high finance. On this one 
station alone, at St. Paul, he has bonded the property for 600 
per cent more than its value and had prospective additional 
bond issues that would have brought it up to over 1,000 per cent 
of its actual value. He has done the same thing with postal 
leases throughout the United States, from coast to coast; he 
has misled the public into buying these bonds on the representa
tion that they were Government bonds. As a matter of fact, 
they are not obligations of the United States Government in any 
sense of the word ; they are obligations of a private corporation 
and these bondholders can still look to the corporation for re
demption. My interest is in protecting the public against these 
exorbitant and fraudulent rentals. This one man who has 
specialized in postal properties in the wholesale issuance of 
bonds on such properties has been successful in having prac
tically all of these leases made noncancelable. 

In one issue of bonds on the St. Paul station the records show 
that he received 30 per cent commission. The issue was for 
$300,000, and he personally received $90,000 in commi~on. 
This is typical of his whole policy. This has been made possible 
only by exorbitant rentals and unfair questionable leases. It 
seems that no matter who bid on these postal stations this one 
man, .Jacob Kulp, always got the contracts. This · can easily be 
understood when you find the type of building that has been put 
up as represented by the inadequate cheaply and dangerously 
constructed building at St. Paul. 

There have been rumblings about the leasing policies and the 
situation in the Post Office Department for a number of years, 
and it is high time that this matter be thoroughly aired and 
investigated and all of the facts brought to the full view of 
public examination. This policy has been going on for at least 
10 or 12 years, and it is time that this policy be discontinued. 
I am sure that if Congress will ascertain all of the facts in the 
case it will summarily demand an inlmediate change of policy. 

I have introduced a resolution asking for a House investiga
tion of all of the facts. If there is nothing to be covered up and 
nothing wrong in the department or its leasing policy the de
partment should welcome such an investigation. Serious 
charges have been made and the public is entitled to a full 
examination of the facts. · Recently Postmaster General Brown 
gave Mr. SPROUL of Illinois a memorandum which was read on 
the floor of the House in connection with postal leases. 

Among other things he said that all post-office leases had 
cancelable clauses. I have checked this matter up and find in 
the Director of the Budget's office that practically no leases 
ha\e the cancelable clause any more with the exception of those 
where Government projects have already been authorized. In 
other words, practically all post-office leases are now noncancel
able. The Postmaster General also included an appraisal of 
the St. Paul commercial post-office station that was one of the 
most astounding things I have ever seen. It was nearly $300,000 
more than an appraisal made by the Post Office Department just 
two years previous. One item alone is typical; he listed the 
furniture and fixtures at $63,000. I have been advised by the 
county assessor of the county in which this building is located 
that he has a sworn statement for the year 1928 by the owners 
that the equipment was valued at $29,462. In 1929 the owners 
made no return at all on the equipment. I have since located 
the manufacturers of the equipment and they advise me that the 
equipment was sold for $25,000. The owners listed in their cost 
of the whole project $12,500 as payment for the use of a party 
wall, when in reality they paid but $300 for this privilege. In 
the second appraisal, which was sent to Mr. SPROUL and read on 
the floor of the House, citing a value of some $677,000 in face 
of the fact that commissioners appointed by a Federal court .in 
condemnation action gave an award of $317,000 for the building 
land and value of the lease, the Postmaster General used the 
owners own figures as the basis for the valuation of this prop
erty. This appraisal is made up in just such ways as I have 
indicated and it is a fictitious, untrue, and fraudulent represen
tation of the value. 

I have just learned that the Post Office Department has 
recently ordered a reappraisal of all leased properties, possibly 
anticipating just such an investigation as the House has been 
asked to make, to determine the reasonableness of the rentals 
made in reference to the value of the property. In any event, 
it is very enlightening to find that it was on this new appraisal 
that nearly $300,000 was added to the Post Office Department's 
own appraisal of two years previous. If similar increases have 
been added throughout the whole country, it would certainly be 
well for Congress to investigate and to have a true appraisal 
made of these properties and then check the rentals paid. 

I think that if this is done you will find that the annual ap
propriation item for rent of leased post-office stations can be 
reduced 8 or 10 million dollars a year. if not more. The Post-

master General and his assistants opposed the amendment 
which was adopted by the House forbidding the payment of any 
rent for the St. Paul Commercial Post Office Station under the 
terms of the lease before the Senate Appropriations Committee. 

Why are they so interested in protecting· this lease, because 
that is the only possible effect striking the amendment out would 
have--to protect this lease and the lessor. 

PROHIBITION-PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS 
Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my remarks in the RECORD by inserting a statement 
which I made before the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
on the so-called Summers bill . to regulate the sale of perishable 
products in interstate commerce ; also a statement which I made 
before the .Judiciary Committee of the House on the question 
of prohibition. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Dakota asks 
unanimous consent to print in the RECORD two statements made 
by him-one before the Committee on Agriculture and the other 
before the Committee on the .Judiciary. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted to extend 

my remarks, I include herewith a statement made by me before 
the .Judiciary Committee of tl1e House of Representatives on 
March ·6, 1930, in connection with its hearings on proposals to 
repeal the eighteenth amendment and the Federal prohibitory 
laws. 

A special reason for including this statement in the RECORD 
is the fact that representatives of the press, who apparently have 
very " wet " leanings, sent out a misleading and garbled report 
with reference thereto. On the basis of this unfair report some 
caustic criticisms have been made about me in my State. 

Such report, for instance, stated that I testified that the 
farmers of North Dakota since the advent of prohibition are 
drinking milk instead of intoxicating liquor. A reading of the 
remarks I made will indicate that the only reference which I 
made to milk was that this product of our American farms is 
now being consumed by American workmen in our factories 
with their noon meal while before prohibition many of such 
workmen patronized the corner saloon for a can of beer. 

The report also attributed to me certain claims made with 
reference to the prosperity of North Dakota since prohibition 
which I did not make at all. Soine general assertions as t~ 
such prosperity were included in a statement signed by leading 
farmers, professional men, and business men of North Dakota 
which I gladly presented to the committee at the suggestion of 
leading "dry" organizations of our ,district. I have made. so 
many speeches on the floor of the House during the past six 
years asking for Federal legislation that will help to solve our 
many farm problems that it should ·not be necessary for me to 
indicate to my colleagues that the farmers of the Northwest are 
not enjoying the prosperity which they richly deserve, but are 
in many cases in desperate straits. 

I regret that the situation seems to be such that the large 
news agencies of the country very seldom report any so-called 
" dry " speeches made in Congress or before congressional com
mittees in a fair manner. rA cursory reading of 'my statement 
before the .Judiciary Committee plainly shows that such a con
tention is well founded. It is as follows: 
"' Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
principal reason for my appearing here tlllil morning is tile fact that 
one Mr. Pierce Blewett, of Jamestown, N. Dak., appeared before this 
committee some 10 days ago, and from his testimony, apparently, wanted 
the committee and wanted the country to believe that all we need to 
solve the many farm problems existing throughout the country, and 
particularly in the Northwest, would be the repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment and of the Volstead Act. 

That is not the unanimous sentiment of the people of my State, nor, 
in my opinion, is it the view of a majority of our people. 

North Dakota occupies rather a singular position in this; that it was 
the first of the States which wrote a prohibitory clause into its Consti
tution when it became a State, and, I believe, the only other State 
that has followed North Dakota in that respect is Oklahoma. 

It is rather difficult for the people of our State to follow the logic 
of those who are urging the repeal of this amendment and of our 
prohibitory legislation, when they say, first, that more liquor has been 
consumed since prohibition than was the case before. If they are cor
rect in that regard, that, of necessity, must mean that more barley, 
more rye, more corn, and more other cereal grains have been used for 
the illicit manufacture of liquor than were used for the legal manu
facture of liquor before prohibition. 

I say it is difficult for us to follow their logic wben they first make 
that assertion, and then alinost immediately present a witness who tells 
you that the farming industry of the country, particularly the producers 
of cereals-barley, eorn, and rye, and products of that sort-have been 
destroyed because of prohibition. 
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Now, I think most of us out in the grain-growing sections agree that 

the prohibition law did take away some of the markets for our crops. 
But, on the other hand, we also feel that the prohibitory laws gave us 
different markets for these same crops and substantial markets for other 
farm products. For instance, the tremendous amount of near beer 
that is consumed throughout the country to-day, with which we are all 
familiar, of necessity means that barley is used in the manufacture of 
that near beer. 

In the 14 trips that I have made by automobile within the last eight 
years from Washington to North Dakota I have driven through many 
factory towns-some large, some small. Whenever I would drive 
through one of those towns on a fairly mild, sunshiny day at the noon 
liour I would see .large groups of men employed in those factories eating 
their lunch on the premises adjacent to the factories. And without 
exception, in those groups of men you would see milk truckS or milk 
wagons, where the dri'ver was selling bottles of milk to those men, like 
the veritable sale of hot cakes. That is surely another type of market 
coming to the farmers of this country because of the prohibitory laws. 
You know what they drank in pre-Volstead days, the product of the 
corner saloon. 

But perhaps of even greater importance than that is the fact that 
at least many of our people believe that since the advent of prohibi
tion, more of the money of the wage earner has gone into the hom£" 
of that wage earner and has made it possible for that wage earner's 
family to eat a piece of fruit for breakfast, to eat bacon and eggs and 
toast, accompanied by a fairly liberal supply of butter and plenty of 
cream for his coffee ; enlarging, as some of us believe, the markets for 
some of our crops and products. 

Bot I did not come here to make any extended argument at all. I 
simply wanted to preface a statement, signed by a number of people 
in our State, with these brief remarkS. The statement that I will 
read is signed by a substantial number of persons ; and I hope all of 
the signatures will appear in the RECORD. It is signed by leading 
professional men, leading business men, and leading farmers of North 
Dakota ; and I believe that it fairly represents the viewpoint of a 
majority of our people. It is as follows: 

"FARGO, N. DAK., February !8, 19SO. 
" To the JUDICIARY CoMMITTEE 

OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

"Our attention has been called to the testimony given by Mr. Pierce 
Blewett at hearings before the Judiciary Committee of the House of 
Representatives in which he is reported to have said that prohibition 
had ruined North Dakota. This statement is not true. North Dakota 
has had prohibition 41 years. During this time it has been clearly 
demonstrated· that prohibition has brought lasting benefit to the citizens 
of our State, it bas increased the economic well-being of our people, has 
increased savings, has decreased poverty, and has made North Dakota 
a safe place to rear our children, where the contaminating influence of 
strong drink has been greatly curbed. 

"North Dakota, being almost wholly an agricultural State, we feel 
the general depression in agriculture which is in no wise aggravated 
by prohibition. Notwithstanding this general depression, the wealth 
of North Dakota has increased materially during the years of national 
prohibition. According to figures compiled by the Greater North Dakota 
Association, the value of North Dakota agricultural products has in
creased from $206,364,000 in 1921 to $339,355,260 in 1929. During 
this time the value of dairy products has increased 78 per cent, of beef 
114 per · cent, bogs 202 per cent, sheep 402 per cent, and poultry 186 
per cent. In per capita wealth the State' of North Dakota stands eighth• 
among the States of the Union." 

(Signatures omitted herein, but statement was signed by a great many 
of the leading farmers, business and professional men of the State of 
North Dakota, the names thereof appearing in the printed hearings 
of the Judiciary Committee.) 

Our people do feel that our general economic situation will be best 
subserved by the continuance of prohibitory legislation, but even if 
that should not be the case we feel that there are greater and more 
important problems involved in this general question than merely check
ing up, on the one hand, some economic benefits from the sale of one or 
two crops enjoyed before prohibition, and comparing those only to 
material advantages gained therefrom. 

We believe in the greatest good for the greatest number of all the 
people of the country. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. May I ask you a question 'l 
Mr. BURTNESS. Certainly. 
Mr. LAGUARDlA. Let us see if we can not agree upon existing facts, 

without seeking to convert each other as to the good or evil of prohibi
tion. Mr. Blewett says that-

" l do not mean to say that barley alone caused the breakdown of 
the farming in the United States. But between the barley and the rye 
and the corn that were used for manufacturing liquor, it took up the 
slack, so that the farmers in our country would plant a good field of 
barley, with the idea of getting a sale for that and a market for it in 
the fall." -

Is that correct! 

Mr. BURTNESS. If you refer to the use of barley in our crop system, 1n 
our general rotation system, 1t 1s true that the cultivation of barley 
works in very well, and H; is an important crop in North Dakota. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Then he said: 
"In that area they would reduce their wheat acreage, and for that 

reason we had no wheat sm·plus." 
Mr. BuRTNEss. Weil, of course, anyone who says that we bad no 

wheat surplus prior to the advent of prohibition simply does not know 
the facts. The surplus of our wheat bas not been larger 1n recent 
years in totals or percentages than it has been on the average for 
decades. We have always had to export, on the average, approximately 
200,000,000 bushels of wheat. Our wheat acreage, of course, increased 
by tremendous bounds during the war, due to the propaganda carried on 
by the Government for the planting of more wheat to win the war ; 
and without giving the exact figures, roughly, our wheat acreage in
creased from something like 52,000,000 acres throughout the country to 
something like 75,000,000 acres because of that propaganda-almost a 
50 per cent increase in the acreage. This was brought about not be
cause of the prohibition law, not to any decrease in the barley acreage, 
but was due to the fact that the Government sent out word to us that 
we must, throughout the wheat districts of the West, increase our wheat 
acl'eage; and it bas been rather difficult to get that wheat acreage down 
again to the pre-war level. But it has gradually come down and it is 
now substantially down to the general average. The marginal land 
due probably to the agricultural depression seem to be getting out of 
production. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But the fact remains that the farmers are planting 
wheat, where heretofore they planted rye and barley and the crops 
mentioned by Mr. Blewett. 

Mr. BURTNESS. No; I would not agree to that. I think our barley 
acreage now is fully as large as before the war and rye about the same. 
I have not the exact figures with me, but my judgment is that the barley 
acreage in the last few years has been greater than it was prior to 1919. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. A moment ago you stated that you believed that 
manufacture of near beer consumed a great deal of barley and those 
other crops. 

Mr. BURTNESS. It does. I have not the exact figures. 
Mr. LAGUABDIA. Well, in 1917 there were 2,770,984,000 pounds of 

malt, 125,632,269 pounds of rice, 41,958,753 pounds of hops consumed 
for beer, while since prohibition-let us take 1928-there were only 
152,382,000 pounds of malt, 4,417,000 pounds of rice, and 3,317,000 
pounds of hops. So you see there is quite a r eduction in the consump
tion. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Oh, I did not say there was not a reduction. I only 
contended that there are other lawful markets, and the use of barley 
for near beer is one. But there are various other ways in which the 
demands for farm products-not simply barley, but other farm prod
ucts-have been increased because of the prohibition law, ln my 
judgment. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Then you stated that you could not reconcile the 
statement that more alcohol is consumed now and less agricultural 
products than before prohibitlon--

Mr. BuRTNESS. More intoxicating liquors, not alcohol. 
Mr. L!.GUABDIA. More intoxicating liquor. You are aware of the 

fact that enormous quantities of alcohol are made from Cuban black
strap? 

Mr. BuRTNEss. I am not an expert on the subject. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Well, what do you know about the increase in corn 

sugar? You are aware of the fact that we p-roduced 152,000,000 pounds 
of corn sugar in 1921, and it jumped to 904,803,000 pounds in 1927? 

Mr. BURTNESS. It was one of the Items that I overlooked including 
in the credit column. Corn sugar is a farm product. My friends from 
Iowa are tremendously interested in it. They are very anxious that 
corn sugar be used in the making of jams and jellies, the canning of 
vegetables, and a lot of other products, without requiring a specific 
label; and, of course, we all know that many plants are now producing 
corn sugar made from a product of the American farm. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. You would not say that this remarkable increase of 
400 per cent is due to increased consumption of jam in the country, 
would you? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I will not say jam alone. Undoubtedly, corn sugar
we must admit the .!acts-much corn sugar is going into the illicit 
manufacture of intoxicating liquors; but much of it is also going into 
perfectly legitimate enterprises, whose use of corn sugar is increasing 
tremendously. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. As to that portion of it which is going into the manu
facture of tilicit alcohol, have you heard a single, solitary Member from 
the dry State of Iowa protest or try to stop it? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Yodr observation and opportunities for hearing the 
protests of the people from Iowa are just as good as mine, so I can not 
see that I can add anything to that. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Green, the president of the American Federation 
of Labor, in a communication addressed to Mr. Wickersham, and also in 
a letter to the President, in which he inclosed his communication, stated 
that $110,000,000 worth of farm products would be used in the produc-
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tion of beer, if the law was so amended as to permit the manufacture 
of light beer. · 

I want to ask you, ass~g that the modification of the Volstead law, 
to the extent of permitting the manufacture of beer, would consume suffi
cient farm products to take up the slack, and thereby stabilize pric~s, 
would you, as one of the best friends of the farmers in Congress, res1st 
such a modification? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Of course, I do not agree with you in your premise
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Well, let us assume it to be right. I do not say it is. 

I say, assuming those facts. 
Mr. BuRTNESS. Because it leaves out so many other factors. I am 

one of those who believe that if beer, for instance, was manufactured 
to the extent suggested, the sale thereof would use up o much of the 
funds of the people of this country for that purpose that our other 
farm products would be just as seriously burt by that result as the 
benefit arising therefrom would amount to. 

But, answering your question more speeifically, I think I presented 
my viewpoint and the viewpoint of the people of my State, tllat we 
feel that tbis question is of greater importance than simply trying to 
check up the benefits with reference to one or two crops with the 
detriments to those specific crops. And I will say that I would not 
vote for it. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. We had a great many statements yesterday as to 
the increased prosperity of the country since prohibition. You and I 
both served in Congress before prohibition. Is it not true that we were 
never faced with the necessity of farm relief legislation, to the extent 
of the enormous appropriation authorized, before prohibition? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I was not a Member of Congress until 1921. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Well, you were an authority on farming conditions 

then, before that? 
Mr. BuRTNESS. I am entirely too modest to make that assertion.· 

But I would express tbfrs thought to the gentleman: That we have 
had many problems presented in Congress since the war that were not 
presented to the Congress of this country prior to the war. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And prohibition being one of them? 
Mr. BURTNESS. Of course, prohibition and the problems involving the 

sale of intoxicating liquors is one of such important problems. 
Mr. SWANSON. Mr. BURTNESS--
Mr. BURT?-.TESS. I am glad to yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 
Mr. SWANSON. Your answer to Major LAGUARDIA was that you had 

never beard any protest on the part of Iowa in connection with the use 
of corn sugar for the making of alcohol? 

Mr. BURTJ\TESS. I did not say that I had never heard any such pro
test. I said his opportunities in that respect were fully as good as 
mine. 

Mr. SwANsON. But the inference was that there bad been no protest. 
Mr. BuRTNESS. Well, I am sorry if I left that inference. 
Mr. SWANSON. The fact is that the Members of Congress from Iowa 

and the people from Iowa that you have heard talk of this subject have 
generally expressed the opinion that the corn sugar should not be used 
for makin~ illicit alcohol or for the manufacture of any illicit liquor? 

Mr. Bu:TNESS. I do know this, that any representation on the part 
of the people of Iowa with reference to corn sugar bills in Congress 
has been based entirely on the tremendous opportunities which they 
have to encourage development · in that business in perfectly legitimate 
enterprises. . . 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But, if my colleague from Iowa Will permit, the 
bill bas not passed the Senate, and there is no very strenuous effort 
being made to pass it, notwithstanding the fact that both houses are 
overwhelmingly dl'y, and notwithstanding the fact of prohibition, 
tlle acreage grown and the quantity of corn- sugar increases each 
year in the State of Iowa. 

Mr. SWANSON. There are many legitimate uses for corn sugar, as 
the gentleman knows, and the uses for corn sugar are increasing, as 
the gentleman from New York knows; because corn -sugar is a 
cheaper product than ca.ne sugar. 

Mr. LAGuARDIA. The gentleman is correct, that the use of corn 
sugar constantly grows; likewise the use of corn whisky constantly 
grows. 

Mr. SWANSON. Speaking for myself, and a great many of my con
stituents, I want to say to the gentleman from New York that we 
are opposed to the use of corn sugar for the making of illicit liquor, 
or any misuse of that product. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I thank the committee for its consideration. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Speaker, I also include herewith a 
statement made by me before the Agricultural Committee of 
the House of Repre"entatives on Febru~ry 18, 1930, in support 
of the bill H. R. 5663, introduced by Mr. SuMMERS of Washing
ton the object of which is to suppress unfair and fraudulent 
pra~tices in the marketing of perishable agricultural commodi
ties in interstate and foreign commerce. 

Briefly it provides for licensing those who operate as com
mission zi:terchants, dealers, or brokers in fruits and vegetables 
in interstate commerce. The administration of the act is by 

the bill placed under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The statement made by me before the committee is as follows : 
Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the interest of our 

section of the country in this proposed legislation is limited largely 
to the problem of the potatQ grower and those who grow and market 
potatoes. In view of the many other witnesses who will appear here 
I will make my remarks brief, because I think it is not necessary in 
addressing men like those on this committee to tell you a( the chaos 
which exists in the marketing of almost all perishable products. 

As I say, my familiarity is limited to potatoes, but I take it the 
situation is very much the same in the case. of all the perishable com
modities whenever there are violent fluctuations in the market. Nat
urally shippers do not encounter a great deal of trouble with reference 
to carrying out the agreements in the contracts when the market is 
a rising one, because then the factors, commission men, or brokers at 
the other end of the line are ready, in fact anxious, to comply with 
the terms of the contract. But in such a commodity as potatoes, when 
there may be a drop of 10, 20, or 30 cents per hundredweight ln the 
course of a few hours or in the course of a day, and much larger drops 
from time of shipment till the car reaches the destination point, we 
know that the incentive to try to do everything possible to get away 
from a contract entered into is so tremendous that very often human 
nature can not stand up against it. You also know the difficulties of 
enforcing that kind of a contract when the deal is made, for instance, 
between a person in my State of North Dakota and some commission 
merchant in Illinois, Texas, Iowa, or some other distant State. There 
is always an opportunity to go to the courts, but that opportunity to 
go to the courts does not give the shipper an adequate remedy, even if 
the individuals and the corporations that you are dealing with were in 
all cases financially responsible, which unfortunately is not always the 
case. 

One of the men who has had experience with potatoes as a grower, 
a dealer, and as a shipper and as representing potato associations, an 
official in various capacities, in our country is Mr. 0. J. Barnes in my 
home city of Grand Forks, and I want to ask the liberty of quoting 
two or three sentences from one of his letters (reading) : 

"I have read this bill very carefully, and it is exactly the kind of 
bill that all honest dealers have been wanting passed for some years." 

• • • • • 
"I might cite just two instances that have come up in the last 

week or two in which I would have saved at least $400 bad this bill 
been in operation. One concern in illinois wired me an order about 
the middle of February for two cars of potatoes for deferred shipment. 
When the shipping dates came we wrote them we were making ship
ment. We shipped the cars and invoiced them, and they never replied 
to our letter advising that the shipment was made, nor did they wire or 
write us when they received the invoices telling us that the shipment 
would not be accepted. They waited until the cars got there and 
then rejected them without even looking at them. They were sold at 
$1.25 per hundredweight, and tile best offer that we were able to draw 
was 4G cents per hundredweight, and the freight was 52 cents per 
hundredweight.'' 

So you note that when that car of potatoes got down to this point 
in the great State of Illinois the amount realized on the potatoes-
tllis was last year-was less than the amount of the freight, although 
they had a contract for the sale of those potatoes at $1.25 a hundred
weight, which would have given the shippar 73 cents per hundredweight 
above the freight. This is a specific loss and a big one. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Does not that sort of thing occur in every Jrlnd o! 
business as well as potatoes-the grain and stock business, for example? 

Mt·. BURTNESS. The incentive for taking advantage of that sort of 
a situation is, of course, so much greater with reference to perishable 
commodities than with any other commodity. It could not easily happen 
with such a commodity as wheat or something of that sort, because 
such commodities are not perishable. But I take it that similar situa
tions apply to all perishable commodities. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. It does happen in relation to a good many other 
products, I happen to b.'Dow. 

Mr. BURTNESS. But the nonperishable product remains there; it does 
not deteriorate and does not spoil. 

Mr. KINCHELO!!l. That does not alter the .principle of the bill, whether 
it deteriorates or spoils or not. It is a question of going to court or 
wbetber you are going to have a Federal collection agency to kill the 
offenders and put them out of business. The difficulty rises in the case 
of bay raised in my district and everything we ship. 

ML'. AswELL. What about livestock; is it not perishable? 
Mr. KlNCHELOE. Certainly. 
Mr. BuRTNESS. It simmers down to a practical question as to whether 

the difficulties in respect of perishable products like fruit and vegetables 
are different from the rest of them, and I assume that the witnesses 
who have appeared before have plainly shown the differences between 
perishable products, fruits and vegetables on the one hand, and other 
products which may or may not be perishable. Have you heard of 
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any differences of this kind arising with reference to livestock, beet 
or-- _ 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Certainly; I have sued railroads for losses incurred. 
Mr. BURTNESS. The railroads causing loss of livestock, but the rail

roads are not buyin~ livestock ; that is in reference to the contract of 
carriage, as insurers or for negligence, and you can get service on ~ 
railroad companies in your own jurisdiction. You do not have to travel 
a thousand or fifteen hundred miles in order to get service on a rail
road company. But I am talking of commission men. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I realize there is crookedness in the trade. I do 
not know how diligent your firm was, whether yon looked up that man 
to see whether he was a responsible business man before you shipped or 
not. But whatever applies in the fruit and vegetable business applies 
to every other buli'lness that goes in interstate commerce, especially _ 
livestock. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I am not going to argue that feature with you, as I 
can not take the time on it. I do say and contend there is a hig, prac
tical difference between ilie situation in the case of perishable fruits and 
vegetables on the one hand and products such as livestock, which goes 
to a packing plant. A few large packing plants throughout the country 
have most of the business, together with some independent packers, and 
they are subject to Federal regulation. I have never heard of any com
plaint being made along that line; that is, making a complaint over the 
condition of the products when they arrived there, or something of that 
sort. Sometimes people are disappointed in the receipts they get. That 
is human nature. But there has not been the fraud committed with 
reference to these other products that are not perishable that, I believe, 
have been committed in the vegetable and the fruit markets of this 
country on the part of a great many commission men. 

And, after all, what does this bill attempt to reach? It attempts 
to reach, as I read it, only fraudulent practices. That is all it does; 
and if there are fraudulent practices in the livestock market or in 
any other market that might be referred to, then I think it also is 
a problem that should be tackled by Congress; and if such a situation 
exists I would not say we have not the power or should not consider it. 
But the situation before this committee to-day is that fraudulent prac
tices are brought to your attention in a very important industry in 
this country ; that is, the fruit and vegetable industry. 

Let me give you one other re:t'erence that Mr. Barnes made, and then 
I will be through. [Continues reading:] 

"Another concern in Iowa ordered a car of seed potatoes, and when 
they arrived they rejected them on the ground they were very, very 
dirty, large amount of small potatoes, wet and moldy." 

Note the ground for rejection. [Continues reading:] 
"We sent C. L. Fitch of the Agricultural College of Ames to inspect 

the car and he wired us that they were strictly U. S. 1, no small 
potatoes, no wet potatoes, and no mold and stock bright and clean, all 
of which was directly opposite to the statement made to justify the 
buyer's rejections." 

Surely you do not want much better authority for the inspection of 
a car of potatoes that has been rejected on specific grounds than the ' 
authority of the representative of the Agricultural College at Ames, 
Iowa, one of the outstanding educational institutions of this country. 

Mr. KETCHAM (presiding). Right at this point, will you please say 
whether the gentleman, Mr. Barnes, whose letter you have been reading, 
is a representative of the dealers or producers? 

Mr. BURTNlilSS. He is a large producer himself. He is also, in a way, 
a commission man. 

Mr. K»TCHAM. A dealer? 
Mr. BmtTNJlSS. Yes. He buys from farmers. He produces, himself; 

he bas a number of farms ; he is possibly a dealer more than anything 
elSe, although he is a large producer. 

Mr. ADKINS. He is not interested in cooperative marketing? 
Mr. BURTNESS. There is no potato cooperative association at Grand 

Forks', N. Dak., where Mr. Barnes llves, but as a producer he attends 
many meetings of producers. He is a member of the board of directors 
of associations in which producers are included, which possibly takes 
in the cooperative associations. 

Mr. AswmLL. As a matter of fact, this man you quoted is opposed to 
cooperatives. He is not connected in any way with them. 

Mr. ADKINS. That would put him out of business with a cooperative. 
Mr. BURTNESS. He himself is not managing a cooperative associa-

tion; no. 
Mr. AswELL. He Is not a member of one, either? 
Mr. BURTNE"SS. Not that I know of. 
Mr. A.sw»LL. There seem to be conflicting report&-One by Ames, 

Iowa, and one by another. How would this bill cure. that without 
carrying it to court? 

Mr. BURTNESS. The bill, in my judgment, will cure it, for this 
reaeon: That these men who are to be engaged in the business of com
mission merchants, brokers, and so on-whatever you want to call 
them-under the terms of this bill must have a license, and they will 
be afraid to raise that sort of a question without justification, tnasmuch 
as you are making it unlawful for them to make any fraudulent repre
sentation with respect to any shipment made, and all of the other 
provisions of the bill, including vower ot revocation of license. 

Mr. lON.ES. Let me ask you a question right there. I am interested 
in thJs. I am not prejudging the measure or expressing an opinion 
bnt I notice in section 4 that every commission merchant, dealer, or 
broker would have to secure a license. I have a number of small 
dealers in towns in my section-1Uld I am sure they are likewise 
found all over the country-who just sell these fruits and vegetables 
in a little confectionery store. Would they have to secure a license? 

M:r. BuRTNEss. Oh, no. 
Mr. lONJlS. They are dealers in vegetables and these things. I was 

wondering if your language was not broad enough to cover them. 
Mr. BuRTNESS. The definition of "dealer," in subdivision 6, page 2, 

is " any person engaged in the business of buying or selling, other than 
at retail." ' 

Senator JoNEs. That ts all right. 
Mr. BuRTNESS (continues reading): 
" That this act shall not apply to retailers buying in less than 

carload quantities"-
As well as other limitations. 
Senator JoNils. That is satisfactory. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Why is it these potato growers could not go into 

an association and establish these clearing-house associations? 
Mr. BURTNES-S. That is a big problem. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. It is a big problem, of course. 
Mr. BunTNESS. The difficulties of getting started under the Federal 

mark~ting act, or otherwise, are as well known to you as to me. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. They will never start i1 they have a club over some 

fellow, saying, " If you do not do that we will put you out of business." 
Mr. BURTNESS. The people who would be put out of business here are 

only one type. It will not have any effect whatsoever upon the middle
man that is not guilty of fraudulent practices, but it will reach the 
fellow who is guilty of fraudulent practices; and there seems to me at 
least to be absolutely· no danger in this bill for any commission man 
who wants to deal honestly with the people he is representing and 
who desires in good faltb to live up to his contracts. 

Someone mentioned livestock a few minutes ago. You have passed 
the packers and stockyards act for the control of the packing industry, 
and which is no way different in principle from the control of this 
industry, only in a different form. Federal legislation also regulates 
the grain exchanges. 

Mr. ADKINS. Do you know there are thousands of pigs, sheep, and 
cattle sold on mail order? As a concrete example, one that could very 
well illustr:1te thousands of instances, a man buys a pig on a mail 
order. The seller guarantees it to be so-and-so. I saw the pig shipped. 
It got there and he wrote a letter back that the pig did not quite come 
up to the specifications, but that he could use him at so much less 
money or ship him back. We get lots of that kind of thing. 

Mr. BuRTNESS. Those pigs are mostly for breeding purposes? 
Mr. ADKINS. Why, yes. In fairness to those men, why not include 

them? Wh: make a collection agency for one class of people? He 
could not go into the courts over a pig. There are hundreds of that 
class of cases. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Oh, yes. Here is a question of drawing an arbitrary 
line, not on principle but simply drawing a line between what is prac
tical, what is required, and the situation as it has developed in our 
business progress, and what is not required. Of course, the incidents 
you speak of are largely intrastate, an infinitesimal percentage as com
pared with the amount of business that is done by commission merchants. 

Mr. ADKINS. Men are making their living out of that just the same? 
Mr. ASWIILL. One question for my information : In the long hearings 

on the Farm Board it was agreed to establish fruit and vegetable divi
sions, and we had extensive hearings, and then one of the fruit and 
vegetable men was selected as one of the members of the Farm Board. 
Every man interested in agriculture admits the necessity of the Farm 
Board above any other boards. What effect would the passage of this 
bill have on .the operations of the Farm Board? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I think it would be helpful. 
Mr. ABWELL. In what way? 
Mr. BuRTNESS. I think we will all agree, or i1 we will not all agree 

it is at least my judgment, that regardless of what the success of the 
operations of the Federal marketing law may be we are not going to 
eliminate all the so-called middlemen, whether it be in the meat business, 
the grain trade, or in the fruit and vegetable business. 

Mr. As wELL. It does not necessarily have that object? 
Mr. BuRTNEss. No. Many feei, however, that such is going to be the 

result; that all of the products in a eertain line, all of the grain or all 
of the produce of a certain kind, will eventually be handled by co
operatives and the agency that is encouraged by the Federal Farm 
Board, the national agency that is set up. Personally I do not think 
that will ever be the result. If these agencies ever handled 50 per 
cent of the products of the country, I think they will be doing very 
well ; and if they can do that I believe they will accomplish what was 
hoped for by the farm bill ; that is, that they win be able to stabilize 
prices ; but there will still be a tremendous amount of wheat, corn, 
livestock, fruit, an<l v~etables, as well as butter, and so on, handled 
very much the same as they are handled now but, let us hope, under 
more stabilized prices. 
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Mr. AsWELL. Would not the passage of this bill encourage the han-

dling of fruits and vegetables outside of the Farm Board? 
MT. BURTNESS. Not at all. 
Mr. AsWELL. You have just said so, practically. 
Mr. BURTNESS. There will be tlie necessity then, as now, for honesty 

among middlemen. 
Mr. As wELL. Yon do not have much faith, in the Farm Board 1 
Mr. BuRTNESS. Oh, yes. _ 
Mr. AsWELL. Yon did not vote for it. 
Mr. BUllTNESS. Oh, yes; I surely did. 
Mr. AsWELL. Then I beg your pardon. 
Mr. BURTNESS. I actively supported the bill on the floor of the 

House. I must say that I did not have quite the faith in this last 
bill I did in the equalization-fee bill, for I want to be frank. I hope 
some day I will be forced to change my mind. I have not seen any
thing yet in the results to cause me to change my mind with respect 
to that, but I have every hope for the Farm Board. I want the Farm 
Board encouraged in every way possible. 

Mr. AswELL. You do not really think this bill encourages the Farm 
Board? 

Mr. BURTNESS. It certainly is not discouraging it in any shape, 
manner, or form; and I venture this suggestion : That if anyone went 
and discussed this matter with, for instance, the chairman of the Farm 
Board, Mr. Legge, I think you would find that be would welcome legis
lation of this sort. 

Mr. AswELL. Did you discuss it with the fruit and vegetable man? 
Mr. BURTNESS. I do not know him; but I know Mr. Legge, and I 

think I know something about his general views. 
I thank you for your sympathetic consideration. 

TRANSPORTATION OF PERSONS IN INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM· 
MEBIC'E BY MOTOR CARRIERS OPERATING ON PUBLIC HIGHWAYS 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 10288) 
to regulate the transportation of persons in interstate and for
eign commerce by motor carriers operating on the public high-
ways. · 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee· of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill H. R. 10288, with Mr. LEHLBACH in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I believe that 

the longer I remain in thi~ House my embarrassment increases 
in proportion every time I ask the privilege of claiming the 
attention of the Members to discuss legislation. 

Also, having been a member of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce for 16 years, and in that time, after 
listening to witnesses who are pr-esumed to know more about the 
great question of transportation than anybody else, and f}fter 
sitting -in the committee throughout months trying to whip 
ino proper form legislation that we intend to present to the 
House for consideration, the more and mor-e I go into the great 
and seemingly unsolvable questions of transportation, each and 
every time I rise on this floor to discuss any element of it I do 
it with more and more humility. 

In the years I have sought to make a study of transportation 
it appears to me that it is farther !!Tid farther from solution. 

Transportation and the taxation are the two most vitaLthings 
with which legislative bodies and governments have to deaL 
Therefore, as I say, realizing that, after these years of listening 
and some degree of absorption, it is more with humility and 
more of the knowledge of things that I do not know about this 
great question than that I do know, that I approach them.· 

I am a member of the minority of the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. Yesterday the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. HUDDLESTON] took occasion to give what he 
thought to be the duty and function, and the sole duty and 
sole function, of a member of the minority. 

Although being a member of the minority, I heartily support 
this bill and shall vote for its enactment. There are some minor 
matters in this bill that I would not have written as they are, 
but fundamentally and generally the bill has my support. Allow 
me to say that I do not subscribe to the strange and novel 
philosophy of my friend from Alabama [Mr. HUDDLESTON] when 
the gentleman says to the other members of the minority, all of 
whom are supporting tbis bill, that he thinks the sole and only 
function of a legislator who sits in the minority is to say "no." 

I have served in this House in the majority and in the mi
nority, and I would have regretted very much when I was serv
ing with the majority if all of the members of the minority on 
the committee of which I was a member had resisted every 
species of legislation and every action that the committee of 
which I was a member took. 

I believe that it is my duty, as a member of the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to fight and seek to defeat 
all legislation that I do not believe is in the public interest and 
that should not become a part of the law of the land. With a 
strong feeling, I am also convinced that I was elected as a 
Member of Congress to seek to serve the people by writing neces· 
sary and needed legislation as much as to seek to defeat unnec· 
essary and vicious lE~gtslation. [Applause.] 

This committee of which I am a member has, I think, fewer 
partisan questions before it than any other committee of the 
House of Representatives, because you can not make transpor
tation a partisan or a party question. I have served upon that 
committee under five chairmen-the gentleman from Georgia, 
Mr. Adamson, a man of outstanding ability; the gentleman from 
Tennesee, Mr. Sims; the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Esch; 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Winslow; and our pres
ent genial and able chairman, the gentleman from New York, 
Mr. PARKE&. Not one out of a hundred questions before that 
committee involves the question of partisanship, because they 
are too big and too broad to be considered from the standpoint 
of the partisan. I have thought it my duty since I became a 
member of that committee to sustain the majority of the com
mittee when they were writing needed and necessary laws. 
[Applause.] 

That has been my theory and that shall continue to be my 
theory, and I should regret the day when I would feel called 
upon, simply because I was a minority member of a committee, 
to oppose legislation, it matters not whether it be good or 
whether it be bad. 

A great deal has been said about the necessity for this legis
lation. A great deal has been said about whether there was 
any public demand for this legislation. A great deal has been 
said one way and the other about whose interest this legislation 
is in and whose interest this legislation opposes. 

:h,rankly, when I begin the study of a measure before the 
committee of which I am a member I trust I can divest myself. 
of the influence of who opposes or who supports the legislation. 

There must be some public demand for this regulation in the 
country or legislative bodies would not have responded. Forty
six out of the forty-eight States in the Union have, through their 
legislatures, recognized that there was a public demand for 
the control of motor carriers, because they have responded with 
legislation controlling them. That would evidence to me that 
there is a general public demand thmughout the land for the 
control of this new and novel system of transportation. 

The States have pas.sed law& upon this subject as broad as 
under their constitutions and the Constitution of the United 
States they were empowered to pass. They began four or five 
years ago to pass legislaticm to control busses. They found they 
could control the traffic within their borders and strictly in
trastate traffic. They also found that they could not, under the 
decisions ·of the Supreme Court and under the law of the land, 
control one kind of bus traffic and that was busses which operate 
in interstate commerce. 

Is there a public demand? The representative of all of the 
State commissions in the land came before olli" committee and 
recommended the passage of legislation for the control and 
regulation of interstate transportation by busses. Their desig
nated representative here in Washington, Mr. Benton, repre
sented them before the committee, and he said he spoke for 
every State commission in the Union, and that they were com
ing to Congress and pleading with us that we pass legislation 
giving some agency of the Government power to control and to 
regulate traffic by interstate busses. 

All of the indictments which have been made against this 
bill upon this floor could with the same force and the same 
consistency have been made against any regulation by any State 
legislature in the Union. 

They say we are creating a monopoly. They say we are pass
ing a bill that will allow the railroads to take over all the bus 
lines from one end of the land to the other; but allow me to· 
call your attention to the fact that there is nothing in the law 
of the country now that will keep the railroads from buying all 
the bus lines in the United States, but in this measure there is 
a provision that no railroad shall acquire an interstate bus 
line and that no bus line shall acquire a railroad unless and 
until they have come to the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
made their case, and received the approval of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. Under this bill the Interstate Com
merce Commission is compelled to find that it is in the public 
interest for a railroad to be able to acquire a bus line. As I 
say, at the present time there is nothing to prevent a railroad 
from acquiring any bus line or all the bus lines it desires. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
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. Mr. HUDDLESTON. Can a rail carrier purchase a compet
ing bus carrier under the law as it is now? 

Mr. RAYBURN. No; not a competing carrier. On that point 
my assertion was too broad. _ 
, Now, as to this monopoly. They talk about the certificate of 
convenience and necessity being a grant of monopoly. Well, 
that is nothing new. If this bill, by the granting of a certificate 
of convenience. and necessity, grants a monopoly, then forty-odd 
States in the Union have granted a monopoly, because they re
quire a certificate of convenience and necessity from the commis
sions of those States before a bus line can -operate within their 
borders. -

Then the only thing that is left to be controlled is the per
centage of busses that operate in inters~te commerce. 

Are we going to allow the States to regulate intrastate busses? 
Are we going to have it ~o they can say and shall say whether 
or not a bus shall operate in intrastate commerce upon the roads 
in that State and leave unregulated the 10 per cent of interstate 
busses that are allowed to clutter up the roads and do as they 
please and the passengers carried on those busses not insured? 

The Supreme Court, in what is known as the Sprout case, held 
tha t a State or that a municipality could require that a bus line 
conform to all of the police regulations of the municipality or 
of the State. 

They could force them to insure themselves against injury to 
property or injury to persons not riding upon the bus. They 
did not hold it specifically, but inferentially they held that they 
could not force them to carry insurance sufficient to cover the 
passengers traveling_ upon interstate busses. This legislation is~ 
therefore, necessary if we are going to control the interstate 
busses. 

I think I have stated what is the public necessity and the 
public demand for this bill. 

It is true that tile State commissions, the bus owners, the 
railroads, and some other parties got together and wrote a bill, 
handed it to us, and asked us to adopt it. When they brought 
it before the committee I asked each one of them what was his 
individual opinion with refereJ?.ce to the specific provisions of 
the bill, and each and every one of them said, " I do not feel 
free to say what my indi-vidual opinion is, because I have said 
I will support this particula1· bill before this committee." 

In that bill was a provision about which practically every 
Member of Congress has received telegrams and letters from 
their State commissions. That bill provided, where an inter
state bus touched a State, it mattered not whether it was two, 
three or a dozen States, that a State board should be set up 
in ea~h one of the States, or representatives of the State boards, 
and that these representatives of the State boards should meet 
somewhere as Federal agents and determine whether or not a 
certificate of convenience and necessity should be granted to 
the applicant to operate in interstate commerce. 

I, with a majority of the committee, did not indorse that 
provision of the bill, because I looked upon it as a legislative 
monstrosity. We :finally reduced it to where we allowed a State 
board to be created where only two States are involved and 
where that .community of interest is only involved, believing 
that that would bring into existence as many of these State 
boards for which the Federal Government would want to pay 
the expenses, and believing that in those two States, lying side 
by side, there would be interest enough so that they might be 
able to get together. I believe that if we had given the consent 
of Congress for the ' formation of these boards in 3, 5, and 10 
States they would have developed into great debating societies 
and probably never have come to any reasonable conclusion. I 
realize some will say we have given away the principle when we 
allow two States to sit upon tbese cases. That is true, but it is 
practical for two States, and there will be enough of these joint 
boards where only two States are involved, but if we had even 
three States it would probably increase the number of these 

- State boards by a dozenfold, and if we had four or five then 
we would likely increase these State boards a hundredfold, 
which would result, in my opinion, in making a cumbersome 
·and unworkable provision of the law, and too expensive to be 
justified. . 

We provide that where two States are involved the Inter
state Commerce ·Commission shall designate whomever the 
State commissions or State utility boards designate; that they 
shall sit upon the case and determine whether it involves the 
granting of a certificate of convenience and necessity; whether 
it involves matters of rate regulation; whether it involves safety 
or involves anything with reference to the bus line or its opera
tion, and determine whether under the regulations and under the 
law it deserves and needs to be considered or set up. 

This recommendation of the board is :filed with tb.e Interstate 
Commerce Commissi.on. Within 10 days it becomes the order 
of the commission unless complaint is filed or unless the com-

mission itself revises it, opens it for hearing or for further con
sideration; and in this event, the commission shall make what
ever order, whatever amendment or whatever revision it deems 
necessary in the premises. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. RANKIN. The reports of these joint boards must be 

unanimous to be effective 1 
Mr. RAYBURN . . Yes. 
Mr. RANKIN. And if any member of the Interstate Com

merce Commission should object to a report, that would simply 
set the proposition aside, would it not? 

Mr. RAYBURN. No; it would not set it aside. It would open 
it for hearing and for decision by the Interstate Commerce Com
mission. 

Mr. RANKIN. In other words, any member of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission could veto any effort being made by this 
joint boa:rd and then the Interstate Commerce Commission would 
take entire jurisdiction of the proposition. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Absolutely; and I think, in the first place, 
the Interstate Commerce Committee ought to have entire juris
diction of it. I was opposed to organization of any of these 
State baards, because I want the responsibility not put in Texas 
or in Mississippi but I want the responsibility here in Washing
ton where it belongs. [Applause.] 

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman got pl"actically what he wants, 
because this proposed law virtually puts these State boards out 
of the picture. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I trust I d.id. I am not deceiving the gen
tleman at all with reference to my belief with regard to that 
matter. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield for a brief 
question? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Ye.s. 
Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Did the Interstate Commerce Com

mission, in its report in 1928, recommend that joint boards 
should be set up in every case? . 

Mr. RAYBURN. It did. The Interstate Commerce Commis
sion, saying that it is overworked, saying that it did not want 
to take on this additional work, recommended that in every 
instance one of these State boards be set up. I did not agree to, 
that and the committee did not. 

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield there? 
M:r. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. COX. The Interstate Commerce Commission in that 

recommendation, of course, reserved the right to review? 
Ur. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. COX. If, then, the recommendation of these two State 

boards are simply advisory to the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion, why set them up at all, just as the gentleman has stated? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Well, that is the question that has been in 
my mind all the time. I think the Interstate Commerce Com
mission ought to conduct this business just exactly like it grants 
certificates of public convenience and necessity to the railroads, 
and when an application is made and an investigation is called 
for an examiner or a commissioner should be sent out to pro
duce all the facts and submit them to the commission for their 
approval, revision, or disapproval. 

Mr. COX. What is the difference in the obligation of the bus 
operator to the public and that of the street-car operator or the 
railroad operator? They are all public carriers for hire, are 
they not? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I think so. 
Mr. WINGO. I would -like to ask the gentleman a question 

for information. I have not had an opportunity to study this 
bill very closely, and I want to use a concrete illustration. Take 
a bus line that runs from Texarkana in Texas, a short distance 
through Arkansas, and then into Oklahoma and back into 
Arkansas, which is an interstate line, three States being affected; 
would you have two different boards handling that proposition? 

Mr. RAYBURN. No; that would be handled, in the first in
stance, by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. WINGO. And that would also be true of a line that runs 
fi·om Oklahoma through Fort Smith and then on up into Mis
souri; no State commission would have anything to do with 
that. 

Mr. RAYBURN. No; except any application that is made 
touching any State, the State commission or the governor, in the 
absence of a State commission, is notified, allowed to come in 
and enter into the hearing, produce any facts or any evidence 
he has before the commission, and appear as a witness and as 
a representative of his State and its interests. 

Mr. WINGO. Let- us consider another actual case of a con
cern in Fort Smith with one line of busses running into Mis
souri and another into Oklahoma. On these two different lines 
you would nave two ·different .sets of special commissions to 
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report to the Interstate Commerce Commission. ·Suppose the 
one that is set up between Oklahoma and Arkansas adopts one 
standard or makes one set of findings and the one that is set 
up to handle the line that runs from Arkansas into Missouri 
makes a conflicting set of findings, the owners being the same 
for both lines-who would settle that dispute? 

Mr. RAYBURN. The Interstate Commerce Commission. I 
presume, in a case like that, there would be a complaint made 
by somebody, and then the case would be opened ·by the Inter
state Commerce Commission. 

:Mr. WINGO. Suppose no one made a complaint within the 
10 days and the Interstate Commerce Commission did not hear 
about it in that time, which is possible--

Mr. RAYBURN (interposing). It would then go into effect, 
but the Interstate Commerce Commission even after that would 
have the right, under this bill, to go into the question and revise 
the findings. 

Mr. WINGO. They could reopen it, when they did hear about 
it, and revise the findings? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. DENISON. Of course, the bill provides that when the 

joint board makes a finding it must file its report and its order 
with the commission, so the commission would know what the 
md~~ . 

Mr. WINGO. But I am talking about actual facts. The 
commission is busy. The finding, of course, would be filed with 
an employee or with some agency of the commission, but the 
commissioners themSelves might not hear about it for 10 days. 

Mr. DENISON. The bill provides, if I may so state in the 
gentleman's time, that the order must be filed with the commis
sion. The commission will, of course, by its general rules, make 
provision for the handling of these decisions or orders of the 
joint board immediately after they are received. 
· And may I ask the gentleman from Texas to yield further for 

an opportunity to correct what I think was an error on his part 
in answer to the question submitted by the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN]? 

When the decision of the joint board is filed with the commis
sion it is not set aside or opened up on the action of any one 
member of the commission; it must be the action of the com
misSIOn. So that no single member of the commission has a 
right to set aside or open it up. 

Mr. RAYBURN. My answer to the gentleman frotn Missis
sippi meant that any member could make complaint; but, of 
course, any finding of his would not amount to anything-it 
must be the finding of the commission. But one member. of the 
board or the commission could complain about the order the 
same as a bus owner or a private citizen or a municipality, or 
anybody else. 

Mr. DENISON. The gentleman from Mississippi seems to be 
under the impression that one member can set it aside. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Oh, if the gentleman gets that impression 
from my answer he received a wrong impression. 

Mr. RANKIN. I understand that there might be one member 
representing the Interstate Commerce Commission--

Mr. RAYBURN. Oh, no; there will be no member of the In
terstate Commerce Commission on the joint board. 

Mr. RANKIN. Suppose there is no unanimity of agreement, 
if all present do not agree it will go right back to the com
mission. 

Mr. RAYBURN. No; the decision shall be by majority. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will suggest to the gentleman 

from Texas that he has consumed 30 minutes. 
Mr. RAYBURN. I yield myself 10 minutes more. 
1\Ir. RANKIN. As I read the bill all these matters are thrown 

back into the lap of the Interstate Commerce Commission, and 
all these provisions about the State board are superfluous and 
mean nothing in the practical working of the bill. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman from Mississippi has a right 
to his opinion, and I said candidly that in the first instance I 
was not in favor of joint boards at all, because they are expen
sive and useless things, in my opinion. I said a-lso, and I say 
now, that if an amendment by some member of the committee 
·is going to be presented restoring the provisions in the bill as 
originally introduced I would vote for it. 

Mr. RANKIN. I understood the gentleman to say that he 
was in favor of the elimination of the State boards. I want to 
ask the gentleman if that will not be the practical effect of 
the bill as it now is written? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I do not think so; I think the State boards 
will make findings that will never be challenged by anybody. 

Mr. COX. The boards are nothing but fact-finding commis
sions, anyway. 

Mr. RAYBURN. But the findings go into effect, unless chal
lenged. 

Mr. RANKIN. It may be challenged by any member of the 
State board or the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. Rf\.YBURN. It may be challenged by anybody, a member 
of the boa.rd, a bus owner, a citizen, a groceryman, or anybody. 

Mr. RANKIN. And unless the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion agrees to it it will not amount to anything. 

Mr. PARKER. Will the gentleman yield? 
I!fr. RAYBURN. I yield. 
Mr. PARKER. The gentleman remembers that the principal 

reason that the agreement was made for the 2-State provisions 
when the line was to go through two States, was on account 
of the condition that I mentioned yesterday, where the big 
cities of the country are right on the border lin&-where they 
are practically local in character, and where as a matter of 
theory they are interstate. That is why we agreed to the 
2-State proposition-take New York and Philadelphia, the local 
people are better able to judge of it than the people in Wash
ington. 

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman from Texas yield? 
Mr. RAYBURN. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. GREEN. I have a telegram here from the Florida Rail

road Commission, as follows : 
Respectfully urge you to endeavor to restore original provisions of 

the Parker bus bill, House Resolution 10202 to provide for joint boards 
primarily to handle all cases. 

Mr. RAYBURN. That is what I am talking about. We elimi
·nated that and an amendment is to be offered by the gentleman 
from :Michigan [Mr. MAPES] to restore that. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAYBURN. I yield. 
Mr. HASTINGS. · Does the gentleman entertain any doubt 

about the power of Congress to give this authority as a Federal 
agency to this joint board? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I agree partially with the 
gentleman from· Maine [1\fr. NELSON], but not wholly. I heard 
the question of the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. HAsTINGS] 
yesterday. Congress in the first instance is charged under the 
Constitution with the duty of regulating interstate commerce. 
Congress can not delegate to anybody the power or the authority 
to write a law. Congress itself must set up the standard 
through statutes; but the Congress in the administration of 
that law can delegate that to an administrative body. It has 
delegated it to the Interstate Commerce Commission as the 
administrative body to handle the working out of all these 
things with reference to transportation under the interstate 
commerce act. I do not think there is a doubt in the world 
about the authority of Congress to pass this administrative 
function onto these State boards. 

Mr. HASTINGS. I am very glad to know the gentleman 
agrees with -me. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I do not think there is a wider power 
granted in the Constitution of the United States than the power 
to delegate administrative functions. I do not doubt for a 
moment that the Federal Government under its law can dele
gate or make its agent a member of a State commission to do 
a specific thing, of course, without salary. That is my opinion 
with reference to it. 

Another thing that came up during the consideration of this 
bill, and that was aired out in the Senate while the confirma
tion of Chief Justice Hughes was under consideration, is the 
question of the value of a franchise. As I understand the de
cision of the Supreme Court in the Utilities case, which came 
over from Baltimore, which raised a storm of protest over the 
country, and I think justly so, they allowed the Utilities Co. 
of Baltimore to capitalize their franchise, something that the 
people of Baltimore had given them, the right to use the street, 
without money and without price, at a reasonable rate of 
charge, that charge to be determined according to the value 
of the property devoted to the service of transportation. The 
commission of Maryland and the Supreme Court of the United 
States granted them the authority to collect a return upon a 

-$5,000,000 value upon the franchise, something which was given 
to them by the people of Baltimore. I think it is one of the 
most monstrous things that has ever been done. In order to 
avoid that, for the first time in Federal legislation that I know 
anything about, we have placed in this bill a provision that at 
no time in the valuing of the property for rate-making pur
poses of an interstate bus company shall the franchise be con
sidered a thing of value. We go farther than that ~nd say · 
that at -no time in . the granting of a certificate of convenience 
and public necessity shall there be considered to have been 
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granted any proprietary -interest in these ..roads over whiCll ·tb.ey 
operate. 

Mr_ CLARK of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. The United Railways o~ Balti

more got around the franchise question by calling it an ease
ment instead of a franchise. Does that possibility exist in this 
bill? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I do not think so. If there is any doubt 
about it we will put that in, because I think our committee is 
of the deliberate opinion that nothing like that should take 
place, and .that the law should be so definite on that point that 
the courts and · the .commissions hereafter will understand what 
Congress means. . 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Did the gentleman's committee 
also consider the question of the advisability of allowing .rail 
carriers to control motor bus carriers? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. They will be allowed to buy them 
and consolidate with them if, after hearing, the Interstate Com
merce Commission finds that it is in the public interest. 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Does the gentleman not believe 
that is a departure .from co~ooressional policies with respect to 
such matters? 

Mr. RAYBURN. No, it is not; because in the transportation 
act of 1920 we inserted a provisi-on empowering the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to allow railroads to consolidate if they 
find it in the public interest. 

1\Ir. CLARK of Maryland~ Yes; but Jf the gentleman will 
look at the .act carefully, he will see that, although there is per~ · 
mission and direction really to set up the transportation business 
of this country into a certain number of systems ; those systems 
are supposed to be competitive, and it is so provided in the law. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes; and we have provided in this bill, and 
if this bill is _passed it will be the mandate of Congress that 
competitive systems shall be considered by the Interstate Com
merce Commission and that it is the wish of Congress that 
competition be preserved. That is in this measure. 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. I know that particular statement 
is in the measure, but the whole bill outside of that particular 
statement denies it. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I do not think so. 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Is ~e gentleman familiar with the 

provisions of the Panama Canal .act with reference to com
petition? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I do not recall it at -the moment. 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Under the Panama Canal act ·car

riers were compelled to divest -themselves of any interest in 
water carriers competing with the rail carriers. That I believe 
to be the policy of Congress to this day. 

Mr. RAYBURN. That is the policy with reference to rai~ and 
water carriers. 

M£ CLARK of Maryland. In this bill 1t is possible for the 
rail carriers to absolutely control competition with the motor 
bus which they now have on the highways of the country. That 
is true, is it not? 

Mr. RAYBURN. They can consolidate if ·the Interstate Com
merce Commission 1inds it is tn the public intere t ; yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. The committee thoroughly dis
cussed the ad:visabillty of wiping .out that form 'Of <!Ompetition 
between two forms of transportation? 

Mr. RAYBURN. .Oh, :not at .all. The committee specifically 
says in this bill that it is its idea and -that it shall be the policy 
of .congress established in this bill that "COmpetition shall ·be 
preserved wherever it is in the public interest, but sometimes 
it is not in the public interest to preserve .Competition of certain 
sorts. 

Mr. CLARK .of Maryland. Can the gentleman AnYWhere 
point to the use of the ·certificate of convenience ami public 
necessity by one corporation or by o.ne form 'Of corpo:tation as 
against another? 

Mr. RAYBURN. 1 think I do not understand the gentleman's 
question. 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. We have _rail transpprtation and 
motor-bus transportation. 

Mr. RAYBURN. And our interstate motor-bus transporta
tion is unregulated a.t this time. 

Mr. (JLA.RK of Maryland. I understand that. We have the 
principle of convenience and necessity with respect to :each? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I do not know; we will if we pass this bill. 
There is .no such thing as convenience or ne.cessity for an inter· 
state bus line now. 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. I know; but wherever fr.anchises 
of bus companies are exercised there is a consideration of 
necessity _and convenience. 

Mr . .RAYBURN. The State laws would. regulate ·them. 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Ye_s ; and I assume that a cer

tificate of convenience and necessity will be required of inter
state earriers before they begin to exercise their franchise. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Under those conditions this bill 

would permit a rail carrier to interpose an objection to a cer
tificate of convenience and nece sity upon the motor-bus carriers 
of the country. Does the gentleman think that would be a wi e 
provision? 

M:r:. RAYBURN. I do not think that Congress ought to ~pre· 
vent anybody from interposing an objection. I think when an 
application is made for a certificate of public convenience oT 
necessity anybody who has .an interest should be allowed to file 
an objection ; not that his objec.t:l.on wonld be final, but that the 
Interstate Commerce Commission should pass on it and find 
out whether or not his objection, or the advocacy of somebody 
else, :should ·prevail · 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. I am only speaking of the po. si
bility of the rail carriers monopolizing this motor-}}us business 
on the plea of -convenience ~nd necessity. If the gentleman 
thinks competition should be preserved, why no put in the bill 
a guaranty of competition between the motor-bus and the rail 
carriers, just as -you do in the canal act? 

.M:c. RAYBURN. If I thought the .Interstate Commerce Com
mission had broken down ; if I thought the Interstate Com
merce Commission, as some gentlemen say, is an instrumentality 
of -corporate interests; and if I thought they were not :reason
ably honest, then I would be willing ·to surround them with 
such a strait-jacket as the gentleman -would indicate by his 
question. ..But 1 do not believe th_at .a majority of the Members 
of Congress are dishonest. I do not believe that any great per
centage of the Members of the different State legislatures are 
dishonest. 

I do not believ.e that -a majority of the executive departments 
of this Government are controlled and · dominated by dishonest 
and "UD.patriotic .men, !B.Dd God forbid that I should ever believe· 
that. .:But when I do .believe that, I will have the courage to 
stand in my place on this .floor and discharge my duty as a 
Member of .tb:is body and move their impeachment. [Applause.] 
And I believe that if a member of this commission is dishone t 
and is indisposed to give consideration to the rights of the 
people of this country, it is the duty of a Member of Co~"TE' s 
to impeach him, or else refrain from making irresponsible 
statements. [Appl.a us.e.] 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr~ RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. What was the reference that the gentle

man made to a ease in question? Was it the case of the United 
Railways? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I think that is the case. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. Something has been said about the de

cision in the case of the United Railways. That does not -apply 
to other railroads in this country. That has nothing to do 
with it. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Probably not; but there is always an es· 
cape when somebody wants to reflect on -som·ething that does not 
really belong to the question at issue. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. RANKIN. I would like to ask the gentleman what would 

be the cost of this administration? 
Mr. RAYBURN. I do not know; but I know that the cost of 

administration would not be one-tenth -as much by referring to 
only two Statas as it would be if it applied to all the States. 
We could not eall on the State commissioners and entail that 
expense on the States. 

Mr. RANKIN. This bill turns over -to the Interstate Com
merce Commission the power to make rates on bus routes? 

Mr. RAYBURN. To this extent: They file their tariffs with 
the commission, and the commission on complaint has the right 
to approve or disapprove them. 

Mr. ~ANKIN. The bill provides that they can fix the 
charges. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Specifically we give the Interstate Com
merce Commission the PQwer to do that under the transporta
tion act as to railroads but we do not do it under this. 

Mr. RANKIN. This is the real gist of the bill. this proposi
tion: 

No such carrier shall charge or demand, or collect or receive, a greate1: 
or less or ditl'erent eompensation .for · the transportation oi persons, or 
for any service in connection therewith, between the points named Ju 
such tariffs. than the ~:ates. tares, or charges specified in the tariffs in 
eJfect at the time. -
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 

bas expired. The gentleman from Texas bas consumed 15 
minutes. 

Mr. RANKIN. I should have read section ·8 first. I read: 
Any such certificate or pennit may be suspended, changed, or revoked, 

in whole or in part, for failure to complY with any provision of this 
act or with any lawful order, rule, or regulation of the commi.ssion 
pro'mulgated thereunder, or with any term or condition of the certificate 
or permit, or whenever the public interest shall so require. 

Now until those fares are approved by the Interstate Com
merce Commission they do not issue these pe~its. 

No such carrier shall refund or remit in any manner or by any device 
any portion of the rates, fare, or charges so specified, nor extend to any 
person any privileges or facilitiea-

And so forth. 
Mr RAYBURN. Just read on after the "and so forth" and 

see w"hat is stated. It just prevents rebates and discriminations. 
Mr. RANKIN. And also prevents the bus line from lowering 

rates without the consent of the Interstate Commerce. CommiE· 
sion. Does not the gentleman think so? 

Mr. RAYBURN. No; I do not think so. 
Mr. RA..~IN. I will. read that again: 
No such carrier shall charge or demand, or collect or receive. a 

greater or less or different compensation for the transportation of pel'
sons, or for any service in connection therewith--

Mr. RAYBURN. Than is set out in its schedule. 
Mr. RANKIN. The Interstate Commerce Commission can 

refuse to issue that order if they want to. 
Mr. RAYBURN. Yes; or revise it or make suggestions, any 

way they please. 
Mr. RANKIN. Certainly, they can fix rates. 
Mr. RAYBURN. But I want the gentleman to go back to 

where he said they can not lower the rates without the spe
cific approval of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. RANKIN. I just read it to the gentleman. 
Mr. RAYBURN. · Well, it is not in there; that is the trouble. 
Mr. RANKIN. It says that after this schedule is approved 

and the permit issued-
No such carrier shall charge or demand or collect or receive a greater 

or less or different compensation for the transportation of persons, or 
for any service in connection therewith, between the points named in 
such tariffs than the rates, fares, or charges specified in the tariffs in 
effect at the time. 

Mr. RAYBURN. And that is true of any rate that was ever 
filed with the Interstate Commerce Commission. When the 
bus carrier would · file another schedule of rates, even though 
It were lower, then, unless there was complaint, under this bill 
it would go into effect. · 

1\Ir. RAJ\TJUN. It would first have to have the approval of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I have just told the gentleman that there is 
not a member of the committee or anybody else who has· ever 
made an understanding study of transportation that agrees 
with him with reference to that. 

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman from Texas did not agree 
with me until I read it the third time. 

Mr. RAYBURN. And I do not agree now. 
Mr. RANKIN. The bill ays they can not charge less. 
Mr. RAYBURN. I do not care what the gentleman's interpre

tation of it is. I say that if the gentleman would read it a 
little more calmly, he would see that there is nothing in this bill 
that preYents a bus line from filing another and a different 
schedule of rates than that in effect. 

1\.lr. RANKIN. But it must be approved by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission before it could go into effect. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I can not convince the gentleman that my 
position is correct. 

1\Ir. HOCH. The language which the gentleman -from Missis
sippi has read· does not include the word "approval" at all. 
The gentleman read paragraph (a), which provides that the 
rates shall be in effect only when prepared, filed, and posted in 
such manner as the commission shall by regulation prescribe. 
It would be an unconscionable thing if we would permit a car
rier, after it had posted its rates, to then give a discriminatory 
rate to some one ; give them a lower rate than the rate that was 
posted. If the gentleman's proposition were in effect, we would 
return to the old days of discrimination between shippers, and 
we would have all the evils which went with the provision at 
that time. 
· Mr. RAYBURN. That is my interpretation of what the gen

tleman read. 
LXXII--329 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has consumed 55 minutes. 
Mr. RAYBURN. I yield myself five additional minutes. 
I tried to state what the gentleman from Kansas just read, 

that the provision which the gentleman was talking about was 
one of the good p1·ovisions of the bill that prevented discrimina
tions which we think ought to be against the law. I do not 
agree with ~ and I have said it so many times and he has 
said that he does not agree with me so many times that it seems 
there is no use for further argument on the point. 

Mr. RANKIN. On page 20 you have this language: 
No such rate, fare, or charge shall be held to be unjust or unreason

able by the commission or by any joint board, under this act, on the 
ground that it is unjust to a competing carrier engaged in a different 
kind of transportation. 

It could not, of course, be unjust to a competing carrier unless 
it was less, could it? If I am wrong about their right to regu
late rates, why put that provision in the bill? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Because we do not think that if a bus line 
wishes to put in a lower rate than some competing carrier it 
hould be denied on that ground only. 

Mr. RANKIN. Then the gentleman admits that the Inter
state Commerce Commission would have a right to prevent it 
lowering its rates below a competing carrier? 

Mr. RAYBURN. The provision says exactly the opposite 
thing. If the gentleman will just read it, it says exactly the 
opposite thing. It says it shall not deny a rate because it is 
presumed to be lower than a competing carrier, or unfair to a 
competing carrier. 

Mr. RANKIN. It says, "a competing carrier engaged in a 
different kind of transportation." 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes ; that means a railroad or an inter-
urban. . 

Mr. RANKIN. Very welL But if it were another bus line 
the commission would have the right to fix the rates, would 
tney not? 

Mr. RAYBURN. They have the right to file their rates and 
they become effective unless there is complaint and they are 
disapproved. 

Mr. RANKIN. Then the gentleman agrees with me that if 
there are two competing bus lines and one of them charges $10 
between two points and the other one publishes a schedule to 
charge $9, the Interstate Commerce Commission, under this bill, 
can prevent that. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I want to see what the gentleman has read. 
Mr. RANKIN. I am reading from page 20. I understood 

that some member of the committee yesterday said that the 
committee did not write this bill. Did I understand some Mem
ber to say that the committee did not write this bill? 

Mr. PARKER. Oh, no; absolutely not. It was written by 
the committee. 

Mr. RAYBURN.. There is no use making such aspersions as· 
that on this committee. Not at all. 

Mr. RANKIN. What was said about these boards coming in 
and helping to compile this bill? 

1\Ir. RAYBURN. Why, they wrote a bill and handed it to us; 
that is, the bus lines and the State commissions, but that is not 
this bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman from Texas intimates that I 
do not understand this. Possibly I do not, but I am trying to 
get information fl'om those who are supposed to understand it. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I have given the gentleman all I have, and 
I have told him all I can about it. When I make a statement 
the gentleman says he does not agree with me. When the 
gentleman makes a statement I say that, in the light of all the 
knowledge I have about this, I think he i~ wrong; and then we 
go over the same thing. I can not convince the gentleman 
against his will. 

Mr. RANKIN. I am not trying to be convinced against my 
will, but if the Interstate Commerce Commission does not have 
the right to prevent an interstate bus line from lowering its 
rates under this measure, then why was this provision at the 
top of page 20 put in the bill? 

Mr. RAYBURN. This says that: 
No such rate, fare, or charge shall be held to be unjust or unrea

sonable by the commission or by any joint board, under this act, on the 
ground that it is unjust to a competing carrier engaged in a different 
kind of transportation. 

The reason why that was put in the bill was this: We do not 
want the railroads or the interurbans to come in and say that a 
rate is so low it is unjust to them and that therefore it ought not 
to be permitted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas has consumed 
one hour. 
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Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 

proceed for five additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. RANKIN. If it is competing with another line engaged 

in the same kind of transportation, as I have pointed out, and 
it attempts to lower its rates, then the commission can pre~ 
vent it. 

Mr. RAYBURN. If complaint is made and the Interstate 
Commerce Commission found that in the public interest it was 
an unjust and unreasonable rate, of course, it would not put it 
in to effect. 

1\Ir. RANKIN. That is what I wanted to find out. The In~ 
terstate Commerce Commission could prevent it from lowering 
rates. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The Interstate Commerce Commission can 
·prevent a railroad from lowering its rates. It bas the power 
to set the maximum or minimum and the maximum and 
minimum. 

Mr. RANKIN. All right. Here is a railroad company owning 
a line of railroad between two points. The fare on that road 
is $10 between those two points. It also owns a bus line, and 
the fare on the bus line is the same. Now, an independent bus 
owner, or a man or firm owning an independent bus line, could 
not be prevented from reducing rates on the ground that the 
bus line is competing with the railroad but could be prevented 
from reducing rates below those of a bus line owned by the 
railroad. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes; of course it could, and that is true 
about all rates. Everybody who has made an understanding 
study of transportation understands that to be true. 

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. COX. • You a.re simply extending to the bus business, in 

a limited way, the same principle of control that is applied to 
the railroads. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Absolutely. 
1\.Ir. COX. All in the public interest? 
Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. BURTNESS. But the commission can not prevent a bus 

operator from putting a lower rate into effect except upon a 
finding that such lower rate is unjust to other bus operators. 

?t!r. RAYBURN. I just indicated to the gentleman from 
Mississippi that if the Interstate Commerce Commission, after 
hearing, found it was an unjust and unreasonable rate it would 
have the right and power to set it aside. 

Mr. BURTNESS. The fact that it is simply a lower rate 
carries no inference with it that it is unjust, and the burden 
will be on the complaining carrier to show that the lower rate 
is unjust to it. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Certainly. 
Mr. GLOVER. Will the gentleman yield for one question? 
Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. GLOVER. I hold in my hand two bills, one introduced 

on the 6th of January and the other on the 26th of February. 
To me they do not look like twins at all. They contain dif~ 
ferent provisions and, as I read them, they are as far apart 
as the poles. I find that the language contained in section 14 
of the first bill introduced is stricken out o the second bill. 
That section takes care of the States in regard to intrastate 
bu iness, and everything of that kind, and preserves the rights 
of the States. 

1\f~. RAYBURN. The gentleman from New York is going to 
offer an amendment to restore all this language about State 
commissions; but that, in my opin~on..~ is not going to mean 
anything after it is restored, for the simple reason that for 50 
years it has been held that interstate commerce is the business 
of the Federal Government and that when it is found that the 
Federal Government bas the power under the Constitution to 
enter a field of activity or a field of legislation it occupies it 
to the exclusion of everybody else. 

Mr. GLOVER. But this section 14 would preserve the rights 
of the States. 

Mr. RAYBURN. What rights? 
l\1r.- GLOVER. The rights of taxation and other things. 
l\lr. RAYBURN. I do not think any language you would put 

there would preserve to the States any right~ they would not 
have without such language. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me say this: I am sorry I have been 
unable to convince some gentlemen with regard to my reasoning 
upon this bill. However, allow me to say this: We were im~ 
portuned by everybody who )lad anything to do with interstate 
busses. We were importuned by bus owners; we were impor~ 
tuned by railroads; we were importuned by chambers of com~ 

merce; we were importuned by vast sectors of people ; we were 
importuned by all of the State commissions in the United States 
which have already through legislation had some control over 
intrastate business. They have come to us and said: Here is 
an uncontrolled field of transportation. We can not reach· it. 
We come to Congress as the only body in the world which can 
reach it. Now, your committee has done the best it could, 
after laboring for months, in trying to. bring out legislation that 
would control this uncontrolled interstate commerce in motor 
busses. You can take it or leave it as far as I am concerned. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 40 minutes to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. MAPES]. 

Mr. 1\!APES. Mr. Chairman, this bill has been ably debated. 
There is little that one can add that is new that has not 
already been brought out in debate. I am in favor of its pas~ 
sage. It was painstakingly considered by the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and I believe that it is a good 
bill. It embarks upon a new field as far as Federal legislation 
is concerned. For that reason, as well as because of the ever~ 
increasing complexity of the problem of regulating motor traffic, 
it will not be surprising, ·or at all unusual, if, in the practical 
administration of it, experience suggests some amendments to 
it; but I believethat a careful study of its provisions will con~ 
vince almost anyone that it is a constructive piece of legislation, 
drawn in the public interest, and that it covers the subject in a 
comprehensive and intelligent manner. 

There are differences of opinion about the necessity or urgency 
for Federal legislation to regulate the operation of motor busses 
engaged in the business of common carlj.ers of persons in inter
state commerce and bow far such legislation, if enacted at all, 
should go. As is quite apparent to anyone who has followed 
the debate, those different views were represented in the mem~ 
bership of the committee. They were earnestly and ably argued 
in the committee by different members of it. It is undoubtedly 
true that the Government would not fall if legislation on the 
subject should not pass immediately, but that may be said of 
almost any proposal for legislation that comes before us. 

Every State in the Union, with possibly one or two exceptions, 
regulates the operations within the State of common carriers 
by motor busses ; and why should the Federal Government delay 
any longer to regulate their interstate operation? With the 
rapid increase in motor transportation no one will contend that 
the passage of such legislation can be indefinitely postponed. 

Do we not owe it to those who adopt that mode of travel to 
give them now the additional protection to life and property 
that the passage of this legislation will give and to the owners 
of private cars to protect them as much as possible from the 
unnecessary or reckless operation of motor busses on our high-
ways? · 

As the · Interstate Commerce Commission, in its report on the 
subject, has said : 

Wear and damage to the highways and the hazard of transportation 
are the same whether a motor vehicle of a certain type is moving in 
interstate or in intrastate commerce. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. PARKER], the chairman, 
and other members of the committee have carefully analyzed 
and explained the different provisions of the bill. Without at
tempting to go over the same ground again in detail, briefly, 
the bill places the operation of common carriers of passengers 
by motor vehicle between the States under the jurisdiction of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. It does not include trucks 
or common carriers of freight. It requires those who desire to 
act as common carriers of passengers by motor vehicle in inter~ 
state commerce to secure a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity from the Interstate Commerce Commission before 
engaging in the business and makes it the duty of the commis~ 
sion to supervise and regulate their operation after they have 
been given a certificate. 

1\fr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. MAPES. I yield to the gentleman. 
1\lr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Can the gentleman state why 

the carriers of freight were not inclmled in this bill? 
Mr. MAPES. Because this is new legislation, and those in

terested in it thought it advisable not to attempt too much at 
the outset and it was therefore decided not to include the car~ 
riers of freight at this time. It is recognized by most students 
of the question, I believe, that there is not as much necessity 
for regulating carriers of freight at the present time as there 
is carriers of passengers, and the committee <lecided to be 
conservative and nbt include the carriers of freight at this 
time. 

M:r. LANKFORD of Georgia. Are we to expect a bill includ
ing carriers of freight in the near future? 



1930 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 5225 
· Mr. MAPES. As years go by probably attempts of that kind 
will be made, but there is no definite proposal of that kind 
pending before the committee and, as far as I know, no one 
has any idea of proposing that in the immediate future. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. MAPES. I yield. 
Mr. BURTNESS. And, in addition to the reasons the gen

tleman has given, is it not also true that most ·of the carriage 
of merchandise, the great bulk of it, is purely intrastate at 
the present time and that there is very little interstate traffic 
as compared with interstate passenger-bus traffic? 

Mr. MAPES. Yes; that is true. The common-carrier freight 
by motor vehicle in interstate commerce is very limited, indeed. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Do many of the carriers of 
passengers also deal with freight, or do they handle passengers 
exclusively? 

Mr. MAPES. This bill relates exclusively to the carriers of 
passengers. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. I mean did the evidence before 
the committee disclose that many of the companies or corpora
tions engaged in the handling of passengers also engaged in the 
handling of freight, or did most of them carry or handle pas
sengers exclusively? 

Mr. MAPES. I do not think that was gone into to any 
great extent before the committee, but my observation is that 
the same motor vehicle does not as a rule carry freight and 
passengers at the same time. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. MAPES. Yes. 
__ Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Did it not also appear 

to the committee, from the facts that were ascertained by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission in Us country-wide investiga
tion, that motor trucks engaged in interstate operations, in most 
instances, were engaged by ·private contract and by private let
ting, and that common-carrier service by trucks had not devel· 
oped sufficiently to require or make necessary their regulation in 
the public interest, thus the purpose of this bill is merely to con
trol common carriers engaged in the interstate transportation 
of persons by motor vehicles? 

Mr. MAPES. That is true. That is the thought I wished 
to convey when I answered that the common carriers of freight 
by motor vehicle in interstate commerce were very limited. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Carriers of freight do not oper
ate on a general schedule, but operate usually under special 
contract. .. 

Mr. MAPES. That is true, to a large extent. 
It is made the duty of the commission to establish reasonable 

requirements with respect, among · other things, to. continuous 
and adequate ~rvice at just and reasonable rates, a uniform 
system of accounts and reports, qualification and maximum 
hours of service of employees, safety of operation and equip
ment, and pick-up and delivery points. 

Matters arising out of the administration of the act may be 
referred by the commission, in its discretion, for hearing to any 
member or examiner of the commission except those relating 
to carriers operating between two States only, in which case 
they must be referred to a joint board consisting of a member 
of the State utility commission, or similar body, from each State 
in which the operations involved are conducted; provided, of 
course, that the State authorities are willing to act. The 
member or examiner of the commission, or the joint board, as 
the case may be, is required to hear and decide the matter re
ferred and to recommend an appropriate order thereon. Any 
order thus recommended by a member or examiner of the com
mission or by a joint board becomes the order of the commis
sion after the expil·ation of 10 days unless it is stayed or 
postponed by the commission. 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. MAPES. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. The bill uses the language "any 

matter." 
Mr. MAPES. Yes. 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Does that mean that a board must 

be set up for each matter that arises with respect to a rate or 
a service, or any other matter, coming up in the course of 
regulation? 

Mr. MAPES. I think if the gentleman will complete his 
reading of the section he will see it refers to any matter with 
reference to certain particular subjects which are set out at 
length. 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Exactly; and I am led to believe 
from that language that a board must be set up when any one 
of these matters may arise. 

Mr. MEAD. I have a question that bears on that subject.. 
Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr . . MAPES. I will yield, very briefly. 
Mr. MEAD. I just want to ask why, in section 5, paragraph 

(b), we set arbitrarily the date of January 1, 1930, when a 
company must have been in operation in order to get a certifi
cate from the commission. 

Mr. MAPES. Some arbitrary date has to be fixed, if any 
date is fixed at all. Different dates were proposed before the 
committee and the committee felt that those who had pioneered 
in this field and had made big investments in it, had, for ex
ample, established depots and terminal facilities and had been 
in operation in good faith for a given length of time, should be 
allowed to continue in operation, and the committee finally 
fixed upon the date of January 1, 1930. Other dates were 
proposed, some going back as far as two years, and some 
proposed that the date be the time that the bill goes into effect; 
but the committee finally decided on January 1, 1930. Of 
course, people may have differences of opinion about the advisa
bility of this date, but some arbitrary date has to be named, if 
any date is to be fixed at all. 

Without further reference to other provisions of the bill, there 
is one phase of it in particular to which I wish to call attention 
and which some of us would like to see amended. That is the 
provision which limits the jurisdiction or reference to joint 
boards of busses when their operations involve two States only. 

A brief history of the agitation for the legislation and the 
different steps leading up to it may help to give a better under· 
standing of this part of the bill especially. 

It was comparatively only a few years ago that the States 
made any distinction in their laws regulating automobile traffic 
between motor busses and the private car. Pennsylvania, I 
believe, in 1914, was the first State to do so. A few other States 
followed in 1915, 1916, and 1917, but up to 1921. only 11 States 
out of the 48 had passed such legislation. Now, the laws 
of practically all the States provide for additional or different 
regulation over the operations of busses engaged as common 
carriers than they do over the operations of private cars. 

Automobile traffic is much more local in character than rail
road transportation. Because of its local character and the 
preemption of the field by the State regulatory laws the State 
commissions assumed jurisdiction and for a number of years 
regulated the operation of motor busses engaged in interstate 
the same as they did those engaged in intrastate commerce. 
Conceding that Congress had jurisdiction over the subject 
matter in so far as interstate commerce is concerned, if it saw 
fit to exercise it, they assumed that they had jurisdiction in the 
absence of legislation by Congress or until Congress saw fit to 
exercise its jurisdiction. 

Accordingly operators of interstate busses applied to the State 
commissions for certificates of public necessity and convenience 
to · operate within the States through which they desired to 
travel and were subjected to the same regulations and control 
as operators of intrastate busses within the respective States. 
During this period it was generally conceded that one who de
sired to operate a bus in interstate commerce must first obtain 
a certificate of public convenience and necessity from the State 
before he could operate within that State. This was the situa
tion until the decision of the Supreme Court in the two cases, 
both decided on the same day, March 2, 1925, one arising from 
the State of Washington, known as the Buck case, and the other 
from the District of Columbia, known as the Bush case, to which 
reference has frequently ~n made in the debate. 

Buck desired to operate a motor bus between Portland, Oreg., 
and Seattle, Wash. He applied for and was granted a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity to operate in the State of 
Oregon, but was refused a certificate by the auth01ities of the 
State of Washington. 

The ground of refusal was-

As stated in the opinion of the Supreme Court of the United 
States--
that under the laws of the State the certificate may not be granted for 
any territory which is already being adequately served by the holder of 
a certificate; and that, in addition to frequent steam railroad service, · 
adequate transportation facilities between Seattle and Portland were 
already being provided by means of four connecting auto State lines, 
an of which held such certificates from the State of Washington. 

The Supreme Court held that the State could not compel Buck 
to obtain a certificate in order to travel its highways as a common 
carrier engaged in interstate commerce. Justice Brandeis, in 
giving-the_ opinion of the court, said : 

It may be assumed • • • that appropriate State regulations 
adopted primarily to promote safety upon the highways and conservation 
in their use are not obnoxious to the commerce clause, where the indi
rect burden imposed upon interstate commerce is not unreasonable. 
• • • The provision here in question is of a different character. 

\ 
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Its primary purpose :lB not regulation with a view to safety or to con
servation of the highways, but the prohibition of competition. It deter
mines not the manner of use, but the persons by whom the highways 
may be used. It prohibits such use to some persons while permitting 
it to others for the same purpose and in the same manner. 

The opinion goes on to say that-
The provision of the Washington statute is a regulation, not of the 

use of its own highways but of interstate commerce. Its effect upon 
such commerce is not merely to burden but to obstruet it. Such State 
action is forbidden by the commerce clause. 

Soon after the decisions of- the Supreme Court in the Buck 
and Bush cases the National Association of Railroad and Utili
ties Commi sloners appointed a committee to study the situa
tion and recommend Federal legislation. 

I think it is fair to say that that association took the initia
tive in advocating Federal legislation and, of course, in doing 
so it undoubtedly had in mind the rights and jurisdiction and 
prestige of its own members in connection therewith. The 
committee of the association, after conferences with others who 
b.elieved that Federal legislation was desirable, submitted a 
draft of a bill which was first introduced in both Houses of 
Congress in the Sixty-ninth Congress-in the House of Repre
sentatives by the gentleman from New York [Mr. PARKER], the 
chairman of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
of the House, and in the Senate by Senator Cummins, the then 
chairman of the Committee on Interstate Commerce of the 
Senate. Hearings were held on that bill by the Senate com
mittee in the Sixty-ninth Congress, but not by the committee 
of the House. The bill was not reported by either committee 
in that Congress. 

The bill was again introduced in slightly amended form, al
though the same in substance, in the Seventieth Congress and 
again in this Congress. Hearings were had on the House bill 
by the House committee in the Seventieth Congress, but the bill 
was not reported either in the House or in the Senate. It devel
oped that there was a wide divergence of views on the part of 
the members of the House committee on what ought to be done, 
and the bill was finally laid upon the table. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. PARKER] again intro
duced the bill in this Congress. Hearings were again held by 
the House committee. Because of the previous hearings and 
the general sentiment in favor of legislation along the line pro
posed the chairman of the committee announced at the beginning 
of the hearings that it was thought that better progress would 
be made and that the hearings would be completed much more 
quickly if the committee heard all those who desired to oppose 
the bill first and then let one man appear for the proponents. 
That course was followed. 

The principle of th&t provision to which I desire to direct 
special attention has been the same in all the bills to which I 
have referred. That principle has been that the regulation of 
motor busses should be left to State commissions or a representa
tive of the State commission from each State through which 
·the busses proposed to operate, without limitation as to the 
number of States. The bills as introduced originally in the 
Sixty-ninth, Seventieth, and Seventy-first Congresses were based 
on that principle, no matter how many States were involved. 
In rewriting the pending bill the majority of the committee has 
restricted that principle and limited the jurisdiction of the 
State commissions to cases where the operations are ·conducted 
between two States only. Some of us do not believe that such 
restriction is wise. We believe that to thus restrict the juris
diction of the joint boards is a mistake. Six members of the 
committee joined in a statement briefly stating our position, 
headed ".Additional Views," which is attached to the report of 
the committee. 

We appreciate the difficulties that might arise in the adminis
tration of the act to refer matters to joint boards in all cases 
where a great many States are involved, but we believe that the 
bill goes too far in limiting the jurisdiction of the joint boards 
when it confines their jurisdiction over motor busses which oper-
ate in two States only. • 

l\fr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAPES. I will yield. 
:Mr. RANKIN. This bill, according to the statements of gen

tlemen who have spoken on it, follows as near as possible the 
Esch-Cummins railroad law, does it not? 

Mr. MAPES. I would not say that it followed the Esch
Cummins railroad law, but the study of the members of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the Esch
Cummins law, of the different provisions in that law, and the 
way it has operated, and the interpretation by the courts of its 
provisions was a guide to the committee in the frf!ming of this 
bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. I was wondering why the committee did not 
put in the same recapture clause that is in the Esch-Cummins 
law. 

Mr. MAPES. Because there is a vast difference between 
~o~or-bus transportation and railroad transportation. The pro
VlStOns of the Esch-Cummins railroa,d law are not applicable in 
that respect to regulations of motor-bus transportation. 

Mr. RANKIN. Let me say to the gentleman--
Mr. MAPES. I do not want the gentleman to take too much 

of my tim-e, but if the gentleman wants to ask me a question I 
will do my best to answer it. 

:Mr. RANKIN. I will say to the gentleman that it looks as if 
the committee was rather sensitive about giving information on 
this bill. 

Mr. MAPES. I think the gentleman from Mississippi should 
be the last one to make that complaint, because he has occupied 
so much of the time of the different Members who have di~ 
cussed the bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. I have done it trying to get information. 
Mr. 1\.f.APES. I may say to the gentleman that judging from 

the questions he has put from time to time I am in general 
sympathy with the position he takes in regard to some of the 
features of this bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. I did finally get an answer to my question. 
Now I want to ask the gentleman this question: Under the 
Esch-Cumm.ins railroad law you have a recapture clause--that 
is, if the road makes an unreasonable profit, it reverts to the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. MAPES. I may say that that provision is because the 
country is divided into regions as far as the railroads are con
cerned, and a rate must be allowed that will give a fair return 
on the aggregate value of all the roads in that region. It con
templates that such rate will permit some roads to earn more 
than a fair return on their property. There is no such plinciple 
involved in the regulation of motor traffic, because each case 
is decided by itself. 

Mr. RANKIN. Not altogether. The only difference is that" 
with the railroad they furnish the road, and the rails, and so 
forth. With the motor busses the people own the land along 
the right of way and furnish the road for the bus line, and they 
are permitted to make any kind of a profit they can. 

Mr. MAPES. Yes; but every bus operator that comes under 
this law comes as an individual operator, and his case is treated , 
by the Interstate Commerce Com·mission as such. The rates 
which the Interstate Commerce Commission allows that oper
ator to charge will not contemplate that there will be any 
excess profits which ought to be turned over to the Government 
or otherwise. 

Mr. R.A..l.~KIN. They may start out independent, but they 
will not be that way long. 

Mr. MAPES. But as far as the rates are concerned for travel 
on these motor busses, they will not contemplate allowing the 
operator to make any more than a reasonable return on his 
investment. 

Those of us who support the amendment which I have been 
discu!"sing believe that the joint boards should have jurisdic
tion of operations at least in all cases where not more than 
three States are involved, and that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission should be given authority, in its discretion, to refer 
matters to joint boards where more than three States are 
involved. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
:Mr. MAPES. Yes. 
1\ir. CRISP. I am in sympathy, I think, with the gentleman's 

amendment. If it is agreeable to him·, I wish he would explain 
briefly the difference between his amendment and the provision 
in the bill. Under the amendment the gentleman advocates, 
with a representative of each of the States, still the Interstate 
Commerce Commission would have, with an objection filed, the 
veto power. 

:Mr. MAPES. We think that the provision in the bill, as it is in 
that respect, is a very happy provision, and we have no desii·e 
to change the provision so far as it r elates to procedure. 

Mr. CRISP. Then the difference between the gentleman's 
proposed amendment and the provision in the bill is that under 
the bill we have now only two States represented, whereas the 
gentleman wants all of the States affected represented. 

Mr. MAPES. No; not all of them. I shall discuss that in . 
just a moment. 

Mr. RANKIN. 1\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. MAPES. I am sorry, 'but I feel that I must go on; I 
must decline to yield at this time. 

I want to commend the frankness of the gentleman front 
Texas [Mr. RAYllU&N], who said very frankly that he is not 
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in sympathy with the provision in the bill as far as the refer
ence to joint boards is concerned, at all, but that he ac
cepted it as a compromise. However, if he referred to the 
amendment which I propose to make, and I assume that he 
did, because he mentioned my name later on in his remarks, 
he was mistaken when he inferred that I proposed to offer an 
amendment to require the reference to joint boards, no matter 
through how many States the busses operated. I do not intend 
to go as far as that. Those of us on the committee who favor 
this amendment recognize that it might be cumbersome and 
impractical to carry out a provision that went as far as that. 
We do not propose to do that. We believe the joint board 
should have the jurisdiction of operations, at least in all cases 
where not more than three States are involved, and that the 
Interstate Commerce Commission should be given authority 
in its discretion to refer matters to joint boards where more 
tha.n three States are involved. 

Amendments will be offered during the consideration of the 
bill under the 5-minute rule in accordance with these views. 

We believe that to give the joint boards jurisdiction over as 
broad £.n areK as it is practicable to do is more in harmony with 
the plans of the proponents of the original legislation. It cer
tainly is more in harmony with the views of the State public 
utility commissioners. To do so complies also with the recom
mendations of the Interstate Commerce Commission in that re
gard and would, to that extent, relieve or protect from addi
tional burdens the already overburdened Interstate Commerce 
Commission. The operation of motor busses is of such a local 
character that it is believed that the joint boards can supervise 
and regulate their operation to much better advantage and with 
greater satisfaction to the public than the Interstate Commerce 
Commission here in Washington can do it. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MAPES. Yes. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. Would the extension of these boards 

materially increase the cost of operation? 
Mr. MAPES. Personally, I do not see how it could. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission itself has declared 

that-
In the course of hearings [which it conducted] the administration 

of State regulatory laws by State commissions was commended by ship
pers an<l motor-vehicle operators generally, as was also the regulation 
they exercised over interstate motor-vehicle operations during the period 
in which they assumed jurisdiction over such operations. If inter
state commerce by common-carrier motor vehicles is to be regulated at 
this time, original jurisdiction in the administration of such regulatory 
laws should, so far as possible, without contravention of the commerce 
clause of the Federal Constitution, be vested in State regulatory bodies 
or officials, with the right of appeal to us. 

In order to show just how the provision relating to the joint 
boards in the pending bill differs from the provision in the bill 
as originally introduced in this Congress let me read from the 
two bills. 

The original bill in this Congress is H. R. 3822 . . That bill pro
vides, page 4, line 22 : 

For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this act the com· 
mission shall refer all matters over which it has jurisdiction-

Except certain matters specifically referred to--
to joint boards made up in each case of representativ-es of the boards 
of the sev~al States in which any part of the interstate operation is or 
is pro{>osed to be conducted. 

You will notice that there is n(} restriction as to the number 
of States. 

The committee has substituted for that provision of the orig
inal bill the language in the pending bill on page 7, beginning 
with line 14, paragraph (d), which is as follows: 

The commission shall, when operations of common carriers by motor 
vehicle conducted or proposed to be conducted between two States only 
are involved, refer to a joint board for hearings and decision and rec· 
ommendatlon of appropriate order thereon-

And so forth. 
It will be seen that this language expressly limits the juris

diction of the joint board to those cases where two States only 
are involved. 

In this connection the findings and recommendations of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission are interesting and very much 
to the point. 

On June 15, 1926, as has already been brought out in the de
bate, that commission, on its own motion, started an investiga
tion of the operation of motor busses and motor trucks. In the 
course of that investigation hearings were held by an examiner 
of the commission at different points over the United States; 

more than 5,000 pages of testimony were taken and over 400 
witnesses heard. It has been stated in this debate that the 
public ha,s not been heard or has not been represented in the 
consideration of this legislation. Well, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in its report said that-

The witnesses included Federal, State, county, and municipal officials; 
railroad executives ; operators of motor busses and motor trucks ; farmers ; 
livestock men; manufacturers; shippers; representatives of State regula
tory bodies; motor-bus and motor-truck associations; chambers of com
merce; traffic associations; farm bureaus; highway commissions; and · 
the automotive industry. 

It would be difficult to hear a more inclusive representation of 
the public. 

On April 10, 1928, after due consideration of the record in that 
proceeding, the commission filed an exhaustive report (Rept. No. 
18300), in which, among other things, it said : 

The transportation of passengers and property by motor vehicle is at 
present a distinctly local proposition, the character of which is not 
changed by the mere incident of crossing a State boundary line. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MAPES. Yes. 
Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The Interstate Commerce Commis

sion, which the gentlemen of the committee have time and time 
again vouched as their authority, has expressed the opinion 
recently that matters of this kind should be referred in every 
instance to joint boards. They seem to consider that practical, 
and so far as we can ascertain they consider it free from undue 
expense. I ask the gentleman why that should not be done. 

1\fr. MAPES. I believe that the Interstate Commerce Com
mission certainly ought to be given authority in its discretion 
to refer matters to such joint boards where more than three 
States are involved. Certainly there could be no harm in leav
ing it to the discretion of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. But the Interstate Commerce Com-' 
mission says no harm will come from directing them to make 
reference in every case to joint boards. 

Mr. MAPES. I am inclined to have a good deal of sympathy 
with the views of the gentleman from Virginia, but the gentle
man knows, as a matter of practical procedure, in passing legis
lation, compromises are often accepted, and realizing that the 
commission is sympathetic with this idea and has recommended 
it in its report, those of us who signed the additional views 
statement believe that it is safe and fair to leave it to the dis
cretion of the Interstate Commerce Commission to refer the· 
cases to joint boards where the operations involve more than 
three States. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield ·to 
one more question? · 

Mr. MAPES. I do. 
Mr. HASTINGS. As I understand it, then, the gentleman did 

not give any final authority to any of these joint boards, but all 
their decisions and orders would be subject to the approval ot 
the Interstate Commerce Commission? 

Mr. MAPES. I am inclined to agree with the constitutional 
lawyers on our committee, who say that the commission must be 
given the final authority. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Then the gentleman does not agree with 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] that the Congress 
of the United States could designate the joint boards as Federal 
agencies to make these orders and decisions? 

Mr. MAPES. I did not quite understand the gentleman from 
Texas to go as far as that. It would at least create a doubt in· 
the minds of some to go as far as the gentleman suggests. I 
do not think there can be any doubt of the constitutionality of 
the provision in the bill, and for all practical purposes it seems 
to me to accomplish the same result 

Mr. HASTINGS. I regret the gentleman from Michigan is 
not willing to go that far, because I think that amendment is one 
that I would like to vote for. 

Mr. MAPES. As it stands, we are raising no question about 
the constitutionality of the provision. 

Mr. HASTINGS. But with the outstanding bus business 
throughout the United States there would be hundreds of 
thousands of these different orders that would have to come 
up to the now overburdened Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. MAPES. That may be true; but leaving the matter to 
the discretion of the commission will give an opportunity to 
see how the principle will work in practical operation. If it 
is deemed desirable to change it, that can be done in the future. 

Mr. HASTINGS. But the gentleman would anticipate many 
vexatious delays in passing on minor . matters by the com
mission? 

Mr. MAPES. That may be true. 
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The Interstate Commerce Commission further says, what I 

understand to be the law-page 743 of its report-that-
State officers, unless prohibited by the constitution or laws of the 

State, may be authorized by Federal statutes to perform duties con
ferred by a Federal statute, but they can not be compelled to perform 
such duties. 

And again: 
It would appear that Congress has the right to delegate to State 

agencies the administration of Federal statutes, and it seems reasonably 
free from doubt that it can do so in the administr!ltion of laws regu
lating interstate commerce, particularly if provision is made for an 
appeal from the action of such agencies to a li'ederal tribunal. 

Such provision for appeal from the action of the joint boards 
is made in this bill. 

In view of the pt·edominantly local character of motor transportation 
at this time-

The report of the commission continues-
Congress should vest in State regulatory bodies original jurisdiction 
In the r egulation of interstate commerce by common-carrier motor vehi
cles operating on the public highways within general lines marked out 
by the statute. 

The bill as originally drafted had that recommendation of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission in view. The commission 
summarizes its conclusion on this point as follows (p. 746) : 

Original jurisdiction in the administration of regulation over motor
bus lines operating in interstate or foreign commerce as common car
riers over the public highways should be vested in such State regula-

. tory bodies or officials as are, or may be, charged with the adminis
tration of laws and r egula tions covering intrastate commerce by motor
bus lines in their respective States and who notify the Interstate Com
merce Commission within a reasonable time that they will act. 

What will be the effect of this 2-State limitation? It will 
give State commis ions jurisdiction over a few local situations, 
but the great mass of interstate bus operations will come under 
the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission here in 
Washington. 

Busses running between New Jersey and Philadelphia, be
tween New Jersey and New York, between St. Louis and east 
St. Louis, and a few other interstate operations, will com·e under 
the jurisdiction of the local State commissions, but an operator 
in New England will scarcely be able to turn around without 
coming under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, and those who run between Philadelphia and New 
York will come under the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
The 2-State limitation will take away from the State com
missions jurisdiction over operators in the Middle West run
ning, for example, between Detroit and Chicago, between Chi
cago and Minneapolis and St. Paul, and between Cleveland 
and Chicago. 

I have here a letter from the general counsel of the National 
Association of Railroad and Utility Commissioners, Mr. John E. 
Benton, in which he says: ' 

The 2-State plan will be of very limited value in the West and 
is simply not workable in the East. If you go from Baltimore to Rich
mond, you run into 3 States-counting the District as 1 ; from Wash
ington to Philadelphia you run into 3--or 4 via Wilmington; from 
Philadelphia to New York you run into 3; from New York to Boston 
3-or 4 via Providence ; from Portland to Boston you run into 3, and 
to New York 6 or 7. 

The commissioners of both large and small States alike unite in saying 
that the 2-State plan does not meet their need. For example, Hon. 
Mayland H. Morse, chairman of the Public Service Commission of New 
Hampshire, under date of March 3, 1930, before receiving a copy of the 
bill, wrote me : 

"Although as yet I have had no opportunity to sec the amended 
Parker bus bill, so called, I have been advised that if more than two 
States are involved, jurisdiction would be had only by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. This featur e appears to me objectionable from 
the standpoint of New Hampshire, because a bus line from Boston to 
Maine will naturally pass through three States and might possibly pass 
through four. Accordingly, on this one feature of the bill alone, I 
believe the number of States involved would be increased from two to 
five." 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 10 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan is recog
nized for 10 additional minutes. 

Mr. MAPES. Now, I wish those of you who are interested 
in this subject would pay particular attention to this statement 
of Mr. Benton that I read a moment ago: 

The commissioners of both large and small States alike unite in say
ing that the 2-State plan does not meet their needs. 

I respect the judgment of those who do not accept the judg
men~ ?f the State commissioners as to the advisability of this 
pr~VISIOn, but the men who have the most to do with the regu
latiOn of motor traffic, the State commissions, supplemented by 
the. recommendation of the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
which has control of the regulation of the railroads, recom
mend that these matters be referred to the joint boards made 
up of members of the State commissions. 

I submit that there is no reason why these operations between 
~e .states I have mentioned should not come under the juris
dictiOn of the local commissions as well as operations between 
!wo. Sta~es on.ly, and the commission should be given the power, 
m Its discretion, to refer to the local commissions any or all 
cases where more than three States are involved if it sees fit 
to do so. 

Those familiar with the problem have for years been alarmed 
at the ever-increasing work of the Interstate Commerce Com
mission and the almost impossible task which it has to per
form. The problem is how to lessen rather than to increase 
that burden. 

In the last two annual reports of the commission at least in 
speaking of its inability to keep up with its work th~ commis~ion 
has used this language : ' 

The continual growth in variety and volume of the work devolved 
upon the commission bas made the performance of our duties less and 
less current. For the more prompt disposition of matters intrusted 
to us there should be express statutory authority for the commission 
to delegate to individual commissioners and employees of the commis
sion the power to perform specified duties, and to consider and deter
mine specified matters and subjects, subject to the general control and 
supervision of the commission, and the exercise by it of appropriate 
powers of r eview either through the commission or a division thereof. 

Of course, this statement of the commission refers to its ex
isting duties and bas no reference to the additional burdens 
which will be placed upon it by the enactment of this motor 
bus legislation. 

The pending bill, in so far as it places this additional work on 
the commission, anthorizes the commission "to deleo-ate to 
individual commissioners and employees of the commission the 
power to perform specific duties, and to consider and determine 
specified matters and subjects, subject to the general control 
and supervision of the commission " and the right of appeal to 
the commission, as the commission bas indicated should be done 
in connection with its railroad work. This is a very desir
able feature of the pending bill and if it works out well in the 
administration of this act there is no reason why it should 
not be made to apply in the admini tration of the transporta
tion act in its application to railroads. 

Another proposal frequently suggested for the relief of the 
commission is to divide the country into regions and to create 
regional boards to hear and determine cases in the first in
stance, with the right of appeal to the commission. Another 
proposal sometimes suggested has been to work out some wav 
in which some of the work of the commission could be properly 
and constitutionally delegated or referred to State commission . 

This bill proposes to do that where two States only are in
V?lyed. In so far. as it goes, ~hat, too, is a very desirable pro
VISIOn. It recogmzes the policy of referring matters to the 
State commissions. If it is constitutional to refer cases where 
two States only are involved, of course, it is just as constitu
tional to refer them to State commissions where more than two 
States are involved. 

Those of u.s who believe that the operations of motor vehicles 
should be referred to joint boards where more than two States 
are involved do not question the exclusive jurisdiction of Con
gress over the regulation of interstate commerce. Nor do we 
qnestion that Congress can not require State agencies to act 
against their will in connection with the delegation of any of 
the regula tory provisions of this bill. 

We do understand, however, it is perfectly legal to make use 
of State agencies in that connection if such State agencies are 
willing to act,• and the State regulatory bodies are willing and 
anxious to act under this bill. 

l\Ir. ARENTZ. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAPES. I yield. 
Mr. ARENTZ. Does the gentleman propose to ofi'er an amend

ment to authorize the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
delegate this authority to boards in more than two States? 

Mr. MAPES. Where more than three States are involved. 
Mr. ARENTZ. But delegation is made in the bill to two 

States. 
Mr. :MAPES. Delegation is made in the bill to two States, 

but we propose to ofi'er an amendment to change that to three. 
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Mr. ARENTZ. Then you give authority to the Interstate 

Commerce Commission to delegate this authority to more than 
two States? 

Mr. MAPES. I propose to offer an amendment to strike out 
the word " two " and insert the word " three," so that it will 
be obligatory to refer all matters, where three States only are 
involved, and leave it in the discretion of the commission to 
refer other matters where more than three States are involved. 

'l'ho e of us who believe that the State regulatory bodies 
should be made use of to a greater extent than the bill permits 
approve of the set-up, as far as delegation of power is con
cerned, and recommendation of orders which shall become the 
orders of the Interstate Commerce Commission after the ex
piration of a certain period of time. We think that arrange
ment is a very happy one. It avoids any question as to its con
st itutional effect and accomplishes the purpose. Our only 
contention is that the reference to joint boards should include 
operations where more than two States are involved. 

State rights and the tendency to centralize governmental 
authority here in Washington are popular subjects for academic 
discussion and debate. Here is an opportunity for those who 
sincerely believe in State rights and who feel that the ten
dency to centralize authority in the Federal (}()vernment should 
be resisted as mu<;il as possible to put their views into prac
tical operation. [Applause.] 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAPES. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. I would like to know whether 

the committee considered the question of authority in the 
commission to fix a minimum rate of charge? 

Mr. MAPES. Yes; the committee gave a good deal of con
sideration to that question. 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. And finally decided not to give 
that authority to the commission? 

Mr. MAPES. It gives the commission authority to deter
mine whether or not a rate is just and rea,sonable, and if it 
finds that it is either unjust or unreasonable then it may set 
it aside and require the operator to submit a new schedule 
of rates. 
· The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again 
expired. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MEAD]. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, this is an excellent bill. Anyone 
who knows the personnel of the committee which considered it 
would have to agree that only a good bill could emanate from 
such a committee. 

I am in favor of this bill. and I believe the country favors 
some method of regulation and control of this industry, but in 
reading the bill in an endeavor to find some paragraph or sec
tion worthy of criticism, I came upon section 5 (b), on page 11. 
I find that January 1, 1930, is the date set for operating com
panies to be in existence in order that they may receive a cer
tificate of convenience and necessity. 

If there is any weakness in the bill, it is in that section. If 
there is any unfairness in the bill, it is in that section. I would 
like to say to the members of the committee and to the Members 
of the House that I hope they will consider amending that sec
tion and changing that date to a later date, preferably the date 
when the bill becomes effective. No one knows whether the bill 
will become law in May or June or in the next session ·or in 
some subsequent session of Congress. Therefore I think a great 
deal of opposition, either in this Chamber or another, might be 
eliminated by changing the date on which the bill will affect 
existing lines. 

May I say, by way of illustration, that some companies which 
have been operating prior to January 1, and since January 1 
have seen fit to extend their lines and enlarge their service, will 
find this legislation confiscatory, because it may apply to the 
extensions ahd enlargements of their service. In that measure 
it injures those who have since January 1, 1930, invested their 
money in this method of transportation. They did so in order 
to improve the service, in order to give the public better service. 
I do not believe that Congress ought to enact legislation that 
would confiscate the legal property rights of these people. 

I have been told that this date as set forth in the bill favors 
the largest operating bus company in the United States. I know 
the committee does not intend that this bill should savor of 
monopolistic controL I know the committee means to be fair 
as was indicated in a question which I directed to the dis~ 
tinguished gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MAPEs], who an
swered by explaining why the committee set this particular date. 
I am told, however, that the largest operating company in the 
United States, with close connection or control over 70 smaller 
bus lines, will be favored by this particular date, and that this 
company is closely allied with one of the large railroads of 

America. There could be no criticism or question of this section 
of the bill ; there could be no possible confiscation of property 
if the date were changed to March 1, 1930, or the date when this 
bill becomes a law. Therefore my suggestion to the distin
guished chairman of the committee and to his colleagues is that 
when we reach this section of the bill that the date be made 
March 1, or the later date when the bill becomes effective. 

I say, in all fairness, Mr. Chairman, and I am for the bill be
cause I believe the public demands such regulation, that this 
amendment should be considered. We now regulate the rail
roads, and we find the railroads of America caring for the 
traveling public in such a splendid way as to be almost free 
from criticism and censure. We find the employees of the rail
roads to be of the highest possible type of men. They are sub
ject to investigation and examination for the protection of the 
traveling public and for shippers who use the railroads. The 
engineers, firemen, trainmen, conductors, switchmen, and other 
employees on our railroads are splendid men, members of splen
did organizations, and through legislation and agreements with 
their employers have raised the dignity of their calling to a 
high level, indeed. No other competing industry should be per
mitted to develop and expand except by fair and reasonable 
means, which not only protect the public and the motorist but 
the railroader as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. PARKER. I yield the gentleman two more minutes. I 

may state that any arbitrary date set is going to work a hard
ship on somebody. It is impossible to set any arbitrary date, 
be it the date of the enactment of the law, the 1st of January, 
or the 1st of March, that will not, theoretically at least, work a 
hardship on some particular individual. I am not opposing the 
gentleman's amendment. I am simply stating this as an ab
stract fact. 

Mr. MEAD. Of course the chairman will agree there can be 
no suggestion of criticism and the property of anybody will ·be 
confiscated if the effective date be set when the bill itself 
becomes a law. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MEAD. Surely. 
Mr. BURTNESS. The suggestion is made that the effective 

date of the grandfather clause be the date of the enactment of 
the law. Does not the gentleman realize that if the bill should 
pass the House in that form there would be a b:emendous incen
tive on the part of a great number of people to rush in and 
establish new lines, and thus avoid the necessity of coming in 
and obtaining a certificate of convenience and necessity, and 
would not the result of that sort of action be that you would get 
a tremendous number of useless lines and further encumber the 
highways of this country with useless busses and perhaps irre
sponsible operators? 

Mr. MEAD. Of course, the answer to that question lies in 
the fact that the State and Federal bodies have the authority or 
will have to eliminate worthless companies, companies that 
would prove injurious along the lines the gentleman has sug
gested. There is sufficient regulation in this bill and in our 
State regulatory laws to eliminate the danger of which the 
gentleman speaks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has again expired. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. GAB.B:E.'R]. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman and members of _ 
the committee, it is not my purpose to detain you at any length. 
The provisions of this bill have been thoroughly presented by 
those who have preceded me. I think it fair to state that the 
consideration of the bill thus far discloses two problems; one, 
the problem of administration. That was the most serious and 
complex problem confronting the committee. The second prob
lem was one of regulation so. as not to interfere with the full 
exercise of the police powers of the States. 

What is the purpose of this legislation? What interest has 
Uncle Sam in this measure that he is now so strenuously pre
senting for your favorable consideration? Why absolutely 
nothing except the convenience and safety of the traveling public. 
He has turned all the revenue over to the States. All of the 
revenue is to be collected by the States. 

I want to state very frankly to the members of this committee 
that when I first approached this question I was against any 
regulation. I was prejudiced against the proposition, and it was 
only after long study and a careful investigation and considera
tion of the law and the need, especially in the Eastern States, 
that I reached the conclusion that regulation was necessary. 

I want to say to the Members here representing Eastern 
States that the need is not imperative in the Western States; 
that we are coming to you now giving you our support and 
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assistance bee~ we recognize your need- is greater than any 
such need in the States which we represent. In return we ex
pect you gentlemen representing Eastern States to come with 
us at a later day and provide an administrative agency that 
will give reasonable regional administration of transportation 
for the convenience of all of the States of the Union. If we 
had such regional administration now, as I advocated over a 
year ago on this floor in support of a bill introduced by me, the 
proulem of administration for the pending bill would be simpli
fied. What did my bill provide? The commission, in con
formity with the 1920 act, divided the United States into four 
rate-making districts for rate-making purposes. The commis
sion took a valuation of the property in those respective dis
tricts and fixed the rates on that basis. My bill provided that a 
commissioner should reside in each one of those districts and 
exercise the power of the commission, sitting as the commission 
in three or four convenient places annually in each district, 
appeals on the record lying from his decision. If we had such 
regional administration now we could refer the administration 
of this act to the commissioner in each of the rate-making dis
tricts of the country. 

Mr. HOOH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. HOCH. I have been very much interested in the propo

sition which the gentleman is discussing. I am wondering 
whether he has given consideration to the possibility of drawing 
a line that would give final jurisdiction in any considerable 
body of cases to these regional commissioners? My thought in 
asking that question is that if you do not have a final jurisdic
tion may you not simply increase the delay? The gentleman 
realizes that the railroads are better able to take appeals than 
the ordinary shipper, particularly the small shipper. If they 
had an appeal in these cases might you not by that procedure · 
simply interpose another body between the shipper and the 
ultimate decision by the general commission? 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Well, I think not. While I have 
great respect for the gentleman from Kansas and recognize him 
as one of the most careful students of the question of transpor
tation, yet may I ask the gentleman this question: Under the 
existing practice do not examiners go out and take testimony 
and make a decision which is called a report, and if that report 
is not appealed then does it not become operative and effective? 

Mr. HOCH. My question is not in opposition to the gentle
man's suggestion, but I gave considerable thought to that ques
tion several years ago in an effort to find some way of drawing 
a jurisdictional line, if I may call it that, so we would have 
final jurisdiction in a considerable number of cases in these 
regional boards. I came to the conclusion that you could not 
draw it on the basis of the amount of money involved, such as 
the line drawn in Federal practice, because there are many cases 
which involve only a small amount of money but nevertheless 
involve a very great principle of transportation. 

I would be very much interested in getting some suggestion 
as to some way we might provide for final jurisdiction in the 
case of those regional boards. What the gentleman said about 
examiners, I think, is true, and for that reason I have opposed
and opposed in the preparation of this bill, as the gentleman 
knows-the making of a report by an examiner the final judg
ment of the matter, because I believe that final judgment should 
only be exercised by a more responsible body than an examiner. 
I do not say that to discredit the examiners. But the examiners 
are not subject to confirmation by the Senate and they do not 
occupy the same position of responsibility that the commission 
occupies. However, I agree with the gentlem·an that the ex
aminers do exercise a great deal of power. I live as ·a neighbor 
of the gentleman, and I am quite sure that if we in the West 
had depended upon final determination by examiners of many 
of the great cases in which we are concerned, we would have 
been out of the picture. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Yes; we would have been out 
of the picture if we had depended upon the report of the ex
aminer in this case. The examiner in the case of the legislation 
now being considered by the committee reported and recom
mended that motor-bus transportation be brought within the 
jurisdiction of the commission and within the provisions of 
section 15 (a) : 

Regional representation by a member of the commission sit
ting as the commission, in my judgment, would afford a hearino
by a member of the commission direct and would relieve th~ 
commis i?n of a vast number of. cases coming up on appeal, 
because It would be a more satisfactory adjustment and de
termin!ltion of the matt~r ~n controversy at the time; certainly 
a hearmg before a comm1sswner would be more satisfactory and 
decrease the number of appeals. 

The present system is wrong. It is a makeshift. It is exer
cising legislative power never delegated by Congress. It is not 

?fving the people the quality of service demanded. The exam
mers may be good fellows, all right, but there is a vast difference 
between good fellows and good judges. 

The. sy.ste~ is not representative, responsible, nor efficient in 
the public mterest. It is too slow, tortuous, painful, costlyt 
unw~e~dy, ~d cumbersome, trailing along too far behind in its 
ad~trustr~twn to a~ord relief when needed anywhere, any time 
dunng t:J;Us ~enerat.wn or the next.. Its service is of value only 
~o th?se mterested m the preservation of existing conditions. It 
IS domg that work well. 

'!'he power to fix rates is equivalent to the power to tax the 
~all commerce of the country. Rates on commerce determine 
Its 1low; they determine the amount of profit or loss to the 
~roducer, w~ether an industry or section of country shall flour
Jsh ~r langmsh, shall prosper or perish. 

With a. commission exercising the power to levy this tax 
every ~ection o_f the country is entitled to have its equal repre: 
sentabon on Its membership. The law should be amended 
so as-

(a) To _require the President in all future appointments to 
fill va~~Cies on the commission with due regard for such rep
resentatiOn. 

. (~) To, effect a reorganization of the commission. Its ad
mmistratwn should be decentralized. Its membership of 11 is 
~o large to act collectively. The commission should redelegate 
Its power to any individual member subject to review on appeal 
by a division of :five members. 

(c) To require the commission, through one of its members 
to bold annual sessions at convenient places in each of the fo~ 
group I'ate-making districts of the country. 
. With the po~er of the commission thus delegated and exer

Cised by one of Its members, the holding of such annual sessions 
would provide a convenient tribunal for the hearing of com
plai~ts and their prompt disposition for the people of every 
section of the country. Instead of compelling litigants to come 
to Washington, it would provide an agency in their midst for 
t~eir convenience. . Such procedure would require a commis
siOn~r to hear the . evi~ence in person and supervise the pro
ceedmgs so as to brmg mto the record all the evidence of which 
the case was susceptible. It would provide the process of the 
elimination of cases through appeal, the same as we now have 
in civil procedure, and relieve the congestion in the appellate 
division at Washington. It would more than double the effi
ciency of the commission. It would be representative and more 
satisfactory to the people. It would restore their confidence 
in its sincerity and efficiency. In time it would enable the 
appellate division to currently administer its duties as the 
Supreme Court now administers and enjoy in equal degree the 
confidence, the respect, and appreciation of the country. 

This bill proposes to delegate the power of the commission to 
one member of it. Why? Because the need of regional admin
istration is recognized as essential to its administration. 

In addition to this, the bill delegates the power of the com
mission to an examiner to sit as a member of the commission 
with power as a member of the commission, except in making 
a final order, and provides for joint boards, as has been so ably 
presented by the gentleman from Michigan [1\Ir. MAPES]. 

The great trouble in the administration of transportation is 
that your fii·st requirement is one of uniformity, and you can 
not have uniformity of administration in a multiplicity of in
dependent agencies. So in this case we were required to limit 
the jurisdiction of a member of the commission or an examiner 
or the joint board; we were required to limit their jurisdiction 
to a report or a decision or an order, subject to review by the 
commission, and effective only after a period of 10 days if 
unappealed from. This provides uniformity in administration, 
because it is always under the supervision of the commission 
and subject to readjustment by that body. 

There are several subjects that might be taken up and con
sidered here in view of what has been urged against the bill. 

The main objection, as I gather from the various suggestions 
made, is that the bill does not cut loose, clearly and satisfac
torily, from rail transportation and its influences; that it will 
be inferior and subject to rail and water transportation. 

An examination of the provisions of this bill will disclose 
that motor-carrier transport~tion is placed upon the same inde
pendent plane of equality as rail and water transportation. If 
the railroads were writing this bill, they would not have written 
into the bill the section to which I refer, and I call your at4 
tention to this section very briefly, paragraph (c) on page 12: 

Nothing contained in section 500 of the transportation act, 1920, 
shall be construed as expressing a preference by Congress for rail or 
water transportation over tr~nsportation by motor vehicle or to affect 
in any manner the issuance of a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity •. 
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The sectlon~section 500--referred to therein. reads : 
It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to promote, en

courage, and develop water transportation, service, and facilities - in 
connection with the commerce of the United States, and to foster and 
preserve in ' full vigor both rail and water transportation. 

When you construe the two sections together you have a 
declaration by C-ongress of a policy whereby rail, water, and 
motor-carrier transportation are to be preserved and fostered 
with full vigor upon an equality one with the other. Did the 
railroads write that policy in the bill? 

I have here an amendment which I think embodies the intent 
of the amendment suggested by the chairman of this .committee. 
It answers the objections, fears, and suspicions of those who 
have suggested that a certain paragraph of a former bill has 
been omitted in this one. This amendment, briefly, is that all 
the existing powers of the State shall be preserved intact and 
that no section of the bill shall be construed as authorizing 
the Interstate Commerce Commission to exercise any authority 
or jurisdiction over intrastate commerce. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\ir. GARBER of Oklahoma. Yes. 
Mr. BURTNESS. If the gentleman has his amendment there, 

I think it would be well to read the exact form of it so that 
it may appear in the REcoRD. It is a substitute, as I under
stand, for section 14 of the original bill, but it is very much 
shorter and I think covers the situation admirably, and I think 
the membership of the House would be interested in reading 
the amendment in the RECORD. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. This is the amendment re
ferred to: 

On page 22, after line 10, insert a new paragraph, as follows : 
" (c) Nothing in this act contained shall be construed as in any wise 

limiting or restricting the powers of the several States as now existing 
to control and regulate intrastate transportation by motor vehicle; 
neither shall this act be construed so as to give the commission or any 
joint board any authority or jurisdiction whatsoever over such transpor
tation, and the exercise of any such power by said commission or joint 
boards is expressly prohibited." 

I do not think, speaking from a strictly legal -standpoint, that 
the amendment is necessary for the preservation of the inde
pendence of the State authority under the terms of this bill. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. BURTNESS. I am pleased to hear the gentleman make 

that statement, especially for this reason: In the event the 
House should not see fit to adopt such an amendment, it is 
true, is it not, that it was not the intent of the committee in 
any way to deprive State regulatory bodies of complete au
thority over intrastate regulation? 

1\Ir. GARBER of Oklahoma. The gentleman is certainly cor
rect in his statement as to the intention of the committee in 
every provision in this bill. The rights of the Federal States 
have been safeguarded in every particular that is commensurate 
with the minimum degree of regulation necessary to supply 
the existing needs. 
" The Supreme Court has frequently held that the several 
States in the exercise of their police powers could do almost all 
the essential regulating of interstate commerce, with one excep
tion. The Supreme Court has held that the States can levy 
a tax; the Supreme Court has held that the States can req?ire 
a license · it has held that the States can govern the weight 
and the ~onstruction of the equipment ; it has held that they 
can in the exercise of their police powers, regulate in every 
respect with the exception of one, and that is that they can not 
limit the number of carriers in interstate transportation. 

Up to 1925, as frequently stated, it was the accepted general 
belief that under the doctrine of reasonable regulation in the 
absence of congressional action, the State could exercise full 
power of regulation of interstate motor-carrier transportation. 
And motor-carrier transportation accepted complete regulation 
up to that time. But when objection was made the decision 
was rendered that the commerce clause of the Constitution was 
self-executing; that while Congress had enacted no legislation 
prohibiting the State from regulating interstate commerce, yet 
the clause was self-executing, sufficiently to remove all obstruc
tion to interstate commerce. 

Following that decision violations of the interstate regulation 
immediately multiplied. The several States were helpless to 
impose any regulation as to the number of carriers in interstate 
transportation. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. I will; 

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. Do I understand from your 
amendment that the State can fix the rates in intrastate trans
portation? 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Under the decision these intra
state regulatory agencies have full power to fix rates. In this 
bill we do not propose to fix any rate ; we do not confer that 
power on the commission. We simply confer the power of 
approval or disapproval in the matter of rates. 

Now, that matter was discussed at some length by the gentle
man from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN], who was insisting that 
this bill gives the commission the power of fixing rates. This 
bill uses the language that was in the interstate commerce act, 
and that language was construed by the Supreme Court. 

I am glad to see that the gentleman from Mississippi is now 
present. I was answering his contention, as I understood it, 
that this bill would give the commission power to fix rates. I 
have just stated that the language used in the present bill is that 
the rate shall be just and reasonable and was taken from the 
interstate commerce act, which has been frequently construed 
by the Supreme Court, and they construe the power conferred 
by that language as follows: 

Congress has not conferred upon the Interstate Commerce Commission 
the legislative power of prescribing rates either maximum or minimum 
or absolute; and, as it did not give the express power to the commis
sion, it did not intend to secure the same result indirectly by empower
ing that tribunal to determine what in reference to the past was reason
able and just, whether as maximum, minimum, or absolute, aud then 
enable it to obtain from the courts a peremptory order that in the 
future the railroad companies should follow the rates thus determined 
to have been in the past reasonable and just. New Orleans & Texas 
Pacific Railway v. Interstate Commerce Commission (162 U. S. 184), 
affirmed and followed. · 

This construction left the roads-
Free to make special contracts looking to the increase of their busi· 

ness, to classify their traffic, to adjust and apportion their rates so as to 
meet the necessities of <:ommerce, and, generally, to manage their 
important interests upon the same principles which are regarded as 
sound and adopted in other trades and pursuits. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, what is the date of that case? 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. It is in One hundred and sixty

second United States Reports, 184. 
Mr. RANKIN. That is many, many years ago. Give the date 

of the decision. 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Certainly. This is the language 

construing the interstate commerce act, which was enacted 
in 1887, with the identical phraseology that we use in this bill 
in limiting the power of the commission in the matter of fixing 
rates. The reason the fixing of a minimum or maximum rate 
in this transportation is unnecessary and does not apply, as in 
transportation by rail, is because rail transportation is monopo
listic in its character. It was deemed essential there to fix a 
maximum and minimum rate, but in this bill the commission 
has been given no authority to fix rates. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Is not this the fact: That under 
this bill as drawn these motor-vehicle carriers will file their 
schedules with the Interstate Commerce Commission, and tllen 
those schedules, in general or in detail, are liable to complaint 
upon the ground that the rates are unreasonable? Then, the 
Interstate Commerce Commission proceeds to pass on such a 
complaint and determines whether or not it is well grounded, 
and if it is, declares what rates shall be charged in substitution 
for those rates contained in the schedule. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. No; the commission makes no 
such finding. The commission was not permitted to make any 
such finding in the cases cited. The commission can only 
make the declaration that it approves or disapproves of the 
rates. The court holds such specifically, because· if held as 
the gentleman states the law to be it would be permitting the 
commission to do indirectly what Congress did not permit it 
directly to do. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. But the court in all those ca es 
took cognizance of the orders of the commission in which 
the commission condemned certa,in cases and said the rates 
should not exceed a certain standard, which was practically 
fixing rates. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. That is an entirely different 
statement. The commission can either approve or disap
prove of the rates. In the first place, the tariff of rates that 
the gentleman from Virginia refers to is proposed by the 
applicant and not by the commission. The commission does 
not fi:x the rates in the tariff. The applicant presents the tariff 
to the commission. It is posted, it becomes the rate, and 
can not be deviated from without the consent of the com-

• 
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mission. That is to require a uniformity and to stabilize the 
condition of rates throughout the country to everybody alike. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. For a question. 
Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman was discussing me when I 

came into the Chamber. 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. I was discussing the stB,tement 

of the gentleman to the extent of his contention that tbe com~ 
mission fixed the rate. 

Mr. RANKIN. That is what I want to ask the gentleman 
about. The gentleman must understand that nearly all the 
time on this bill has been taken by those who favor it, and that 
those who are opposed to it can get in apparently only by asking 
questions. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. If I had known the gentleman 
desired time---

Mr. RANKIN. I do not care to use it now. The gentleman 
says the commission does not have the right to regulate rates 
under this bill. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. No; I said the commission did 
not have the right to fix rates. 

Mr. RANKIN. What does this mean? Under paragraph (d) 
on page 19 the following language is used : 

The rates, fares, and charges of such carriers for operations under 
any certificate of public convenience and necessity issued under this 
act shall be just and reasonable. 

That means they shall not be too low or too high in the 
estimation of the Interstate Commerce Commission, does it ~ot? 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Why, no. 
Mr. RANKIN. What does it mean? 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. In the first place anyone Cl!n 

make a complaint against the rate; and in the second p~ace, 
if it is referable, the commission must refer it to t~e JOint 
boards ; and in the third place, if it is not referable, 1t m~t 
refer it to a member of the commission acting for the comiDls~ 
sion or an examiner acting as such, and then they hear the 
evidence as to whether the rate is just and . reasonable. 

Mr. RANKIN. Whether it is too low or too high? 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Yes. 
Mr. RANKIN. Does not the commission have the right to 

say what is just and reasonable and unfair and in that way fix 
the rates? 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. No; the commission can only 
approve or disapprove after hearing. 

1Mr. RANKIN. I understand. I have not denied that they 
have a right to hear the evidence. 

Mr. DENISON. The commission does not do that at all. 
The commission does not say what is just and reasonable. It 
says whether or not the rate in effect is just and reasonable, 
and if they find--

Mr. HASTINGS. It has no power of substitution. 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Yes. It has no power to fix 

the rates. 
Mr. DENISON. If the commission finds the rate that is 

mentioned is unreasonable--
Mr. RANKIN. Is too low. 
Mr. DENISON. Either too low or too high, and if too high 

it is unreasonable. 
Mr. 'RANKIN. And if it is too low? 
Mr. DENISON. They say it is unjust. 
Mr RANKIN. Unjust or unreasonable. 
Mr: DENISON. And tben when they make that finding it is 

up to the carriers to make another rate. 
Mr. RANKIN. Or get out of business, and in that way they 

fix the rate. 
Mr DENISON. The gentleman from Mississippi is the only 

perso~ I have ever heard of yet who says that that is fixing 
the rates. 

Mr. RANKIN. I am glad that the gentleman has found one 
man who understands what this bill means in reading it in 
plain English. 

1\Ir. DENISON. I have found at least one man who does 
not know what it means. 

Mr. RANKIN. Oh, the gentleman found that man without 
leaving his seat. 

Now on page 20, let me call the attention of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. GARBER.] to this, because I have g1·eat 
respect for his judgment; otherwise I would not be asking this 
question. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. I tbank the gentleman for his 
complimellt. 

Mr. RANKIN. On page 20, to show what it means, I read: 
No such rate, fare, or charge shall be held to be unjust or unreason~ 

able by the commission or by any joint board, under this act, on the 
ground that it is unjust to a competing carrier engaged in a di.lferent 
kind of transportation. 

Now, no rate would ever be held to be unjust to a competing 
carrier unless it was too low. He would not kick if you were 
charging too much, because that would send the traffic to his 
line. I submit that under this bill the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has the power to fix the rates that these lines shall 
charge. The Supreme Court has held to the contrary. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. I will read another extract from 
its decisions. I read : 
Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas Pacific Railway Co. v. Interstate 

Commerce Commission. Interstate Commerce Commission v. Cincin
nati, New Orleans & Texas Pacific Railway Co. Appeals from the 
Circuit Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. (162 U. S. 184) 
The Interstate Commerce Commission is not empowe'red, either ex~ 

pressly or by implication, to fix rates in advance ; but, subject to the 
prohibitions that their charges shall not be unjust or unreasonable, and 
that they shall not unjustly discriminate, so as to give undue preference 
or disadvantage to persona or traffic similarly circumstanced, the act to 
regulate commerce leaves common carriers as they were at the common 
law, free to make special contracts looking to the increase of their busi~ 
ness, to classify their traffic, to adjust and apportion their rates so as 
to meet the necessities of commerce, and generally to manage their im~ 
portant interests, upon the same principles which are regarded as 
sound, and, adopted in other trades and pursuits. (162 U. S. 184.) 

Interstate Commerce Commission v. Alabama Midland Railway Co. 
Appeal from the Circuit Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. No. 
203. Argued March 12, 15, 16, 1897 
Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas Pacific Railway v. Interstate Com~ 

merce Commission (162 U. S. 184) and Interstate Commerce Commis~ 
sion v. Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas Pacific Railway Co. (167 U. S. 
479) adhered to, to the points that Congress has not confel'red upon the 
Interstate Commerce Commission the legislative power of prescribing 
rates, either maximum or minimum or absolute; and that, as it did not 
give the express power to the commission, it did not intend to secure the / 
same result indirectly by empowering that tribunal, after having de
termined what, in reference to the past, were reasonable and just rates, 
to obtain from the courts a peremptory order that in the future the 
railroad companies should follow the rates thus determined to han 
been in the past reasonable and just. (168 U. S. 144.) 

These decisions effectively answer the gentleman's contention 
in the negative .. 

Mr. RANKIN. Now, if a bus line undertook to publish an·· 
other schedule of rates-say they were charging $10 between 
two points and undertook to publish another schedule of rates 
reducing the charge to $8--any person or corporation could pro~ 
test to the Interstate Commerce Commission, and if the com~ 
mission found that rate was "unjust" because it was too low, 
they would refuse to approve that schedule of tariffs or :a:ates. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. In that case, the only complain~ 
ant would be the people or competing motor-carrier lines, because 
the section that the gentleman has just read would preclude any 
railway transportation company from making such a complaint . 

Now what is the object of this? Did the railroads write this 
provision? 

Mr. RANKIN. It says: 
Any person, corporation, or State board may make complaint in writ~ 

ing to the commission that any such rate, fare, or charge, in effect or 
proposed to be put into effect, is or will be unjust or unreasonable. 

Any human being on earth can raise the question, or any cor~ 
poration; and then if the Interstate Commerce Commission de~ 
cides that it is " unjust" if it is too low, or " unreasonable " if 
too high, the Interstate Commerce Commission would refuse to 
permit it to go into effect. 

Mr. DENISON. The gentleman understands, of course, that 
the person making that complaint would have to show some 
particular interest. The gentleman can not say a rate is un~ 
just in general terms. If a rate is so low as to be unjust to 
another carrier, that would not be justified. 

Mr. RANKIN. I do not expect people in masses, who are 
riding in these busses, to complain that the rate was too low. 
But such complaint could come from any railroad or any 
human being in the United States who would contend that it 
was "unjust" because it was too low, and the Interstate Com
merce Commission could arbitrarily refuse to approve such rates 
and could continue to refuse to approve them until one was 
~ade that suited them. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla

homa bas expired. 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. I have yielded a good deal of 

my time. · 
Mr. PARKER. I yield to the gentleman five . minutes more. 
Tbe,... CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma is recog

nized for five minutes more. 
Mr. DENISON. Of course, the fundamental object of giving 

the commission control of that question is to prevent one car
rier who may have been a little more fortunately situated than 
another from running another carrier out of business who was 
situated not so fortunately. This provision is to compel com
petition and prevent that. 

Mr. RANKIN. I have been all day bringing members of the 
committee around to admit that this gives the Interstate Com
merce Commission power to :fix th~se rates. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. And you have not yet succeeded'? 
May I ask, Is the gentleman opposed to that part of the sec
tion which be has read'? Is be opposed to that p~ovision in the 
bill? 

Mr. RANKIN. In its present form. 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Are you opposed to this pro-

vision? 
Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. This provision recites that-
No such rates, fare, or charge shall be held to be unjust or unrea-

son:J.l.Jle by the commission or by any joint board, under this a.ct, on 
the ground that it is unjust to a competing carrier engaged in a dif-
ferent kind of transportation. · 

It is for the very purpose of protecting motor-carrier trans
portation against rail or water competition, and to estop the 
rail and water carriers from complaining that the rates of 
motor carriers are too low. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Oklahoma. If somebody objected to this, 
what would happen? 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. It would be ruled out as imma
terial I think it is one of the most beneficial provisions in this 
bill to protect motor carriers engaged in b·ansportation. And 
let me say in this connection that the commission bas the 
power to issue a certificate to competing carriers whenever an 
existing carrier persists in charging unjust and unreasonable 
rates. The constant presence of that power is the suspended 
sword that hangs over the motor carrier refusing to comply 
wit!l the requirement that rates must be just and reasonable. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman agree to an amendment 
on page 20, line 5, to strike out the words " a different " and 
insert the word " any," so as to give real competition under the 
bill? 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. "Di.fferent" includes " any " in 
this case. I will ask the gentleman this question, although I am 
not expecting a reply--

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 
[Laughter.] · 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Do you believe the railroads 
wrote the provision that the certi:fica tes should convey no vested 
right in a highway or no interest in a highway; that the certifi
cate shall be subject to change, amendment, revocation, or can
cellation whenever the commission :finds it to be in the public 
interest? 

Mr. RANKIN. I did not quite understand that. 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Whenever the commission finds 

it to be in the public interest? 
Mr. RANKIN. Does the gentleman ask me if I think the rail

roads wrote that? 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Yes. Does the gentleman be

lieve the railroads or railroad influences wrote that provision 
in this bill? 

Mr. RANKIN. I asked this morning if the members of the 
committee wrote the bill, and one member got offended, so I 
withdrew the question. I am taking it for granted that tlle 
committee wrote this bill, although I think it would be to their 
credit if they could prove an ali6i. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Absolutely; and frankly and 
thoroughly discussed every provision and feature in it for days 
and days, because they were conscientious and just as anxious 
as is the distinguished gentleman from Mississippi to safeguard 
every right and interest of the public. We have not been able 
to do it perfectly, but we have done tbe very best we possibly 
could -with the agencies that we have bad. 

Mr. RANKIN. The statement was made yesterday that only 
representatives of the railroads and bus lines were beard. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Let me answer that. In the 
first place, I attended all the sessions of tbe committee in the 

hearings on this bill, and I do not recall a single representative 
of any railroad that ever appeared before the committee in the 
hearings on this bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. Representatives of the bus lines were there, 
were they not? 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Representatives of the bus lines 
were there ; yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman bas again ex
pired. 

Mr. RANKIN. But nobody representing the general public. 
Mr. PARKER. I yield five additional minutes to the gen

tleman from Oklahoma. 
Mr. O'CONNOR of Oklahoma. You did not call in these 

fellows on the Jittle peanut and tamale wagons? 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. No; we called in the utility com

missions of the various States. 
Let me say this in regard to the personnel of the committee. I 

believe it is one of the most representative committees of the 
Bouse; that is, to say, it represents 18 different States in the 
Union. It is composed of 21 members, and represents 18 differ
ent States. The majority of these States are what you would 
call Western agricultural States, whose Representatives, with 
tho e of the Eastern States, are equally concerned in safeguard
ing the public interests. 

Wft put in this bill every provision that we thought was con
stitutional and workable to protect and safeguard the interests 
of the traveling public. Take the certificate itself. It provides 
that there must be continuing control after it has been issued. 
The commission does not simply issue a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity and give it no further consideration. 
The certificate provides for a continuing control ; for adding 
new duties, requiring new service, and the cancellatipn of it 
for any violation of the orders of the commission. Bow much 
stronger could you make it? 

This certificate of public convenience and necessity, and this 
control is only used to promote public interest. It is not used 
to promote a monopoly. I deny that. It conveys no interest 
and is subject to revocation, and hence is simply a revocable 
license. It seem·s to me that that provision ought to be satis
factory in every detail to the scrutiny and the discriminating 
mind of the gentleman from Mississippi. , -

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. RANKIN. If I thought it . was in the best interest of 

the public I would feel as the gentleman from Oklahoma feels. 
It seems to me that under the provisions of this bill you are 
going to put the independent bus operators out of business. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. It is a device used by 41 States 
to eliminate wasteful competition, minimize the wear and tear 
on the highways, and provide dependable and substantial service 
for the people; also adequate insurance and indemnity bonds for 
the protection of the traveling public. 

Objection has been made to the provision authorizing consoli
dation. That is a protective provision of the bill that prohibits 
monopolization of the lines. No control of the equipment of the 
company, no control of the stock of the company, no control of 
anything pertaining to a competing carrier is permitted under 
this section. It is absolutely and expressly prohibited under 
this section of the bill. Merger and consolidation are only per
mitted after a bearing and after approval by the commission, 
and the commission is empowered to impose such conditions as 
it may :find to be in the public interest on any proposal f9r a 
consolidation or merger. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. GARBER -of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. O'CONNOR of Oklahoma. There is not anything wrong 

with mergers or consolidations or monopolies if they are used 
for the public interest'? 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Certainly not, and especially 
when accompanied with the regulatory provisions in this bill. 

Consolidation and mergers in this biH would be for the pur
pose of improving the service to the public and for simplifying 
the administration. To-day there are over 699 companies oper
ating interstate motor busses. The number may be materially 
increased within a few years. Consolidation will minimize the 
number to that necessary to preserve competition in the pub
lic interest and facilitate . efficient administration of the act. 
[Applause.] 

The general inquiry of western Representatives is: Has the 
transportation of passengers by motor bus now reached a stage 
in its development requiring regulation? A brief survey of its 
operations and growth during the last several years effectively 
answers the question in the affirmative. 
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In 1028, 92,325 busses were in operation as against 55,001 

steam-railroad passenger cars and 80,014 electric passenger cars. 
This latter figure represents surface and rapid-transit cars. 

During 1928 motor busses covered 710,250 miles, the steam
railroad passenger cars 249,308, and the electric passenger cars 
39.090 miles. 

During the year 1929, 92,500 busses carried 1,768,000,000 pas· 
sengers over 10,835,000,000 passenger-miles. · 

Using an estimated population of 122,000,000, every person in 
the United States paid in bus fares an average of $2.66 each 
during the past year. 

The total investment in rolling stock for this period was 
$450,000,000, and in terminals, garages, and so forth, $110,000,000. 

The total revenue derived from interstate busses during 1929 
amounted to $47,500,000. Carrying 38,000,000 passengers over a 
total of 2,160,000,000 passenger-miles, the a-verage fare on these 
interstate busses was estimated at the rate of 2.2 cents per mile. 

Out of a total estimated revenue of $310,000,000 derived from 
common carriers operating in city, intercity, and interstate serv
ice during 1929, 43 per cent of this amount was paid to manu
facturers for materials and supplies for the upkeep, mainte
nance, and repair of 45,600 busses. Information upon which 
these figures are based was obtained from 26 companies operat
ing 5,073 busses, representing all classes of service. 

The Public Service Coordinated 'l'ransport of New Jersey. said 
to be the largest bus operators in the United States and prob
ably in the world, outside of London, operate 2,500 busses in 
the carrying of passengers. Six hundred and fifty of these are 
operated in interstate commerce, the rest in intrastate. They 
carry over a million passengers per day, 70,000 of which are 
carried in interstate commerce. This business represents an 
investment of more than $45,000,000. 

A further interesting fact, and one which indicates that the 
industry has become deeply rooted in solid ground, is the ever
increasing number of new terminals and garages that are being 
erected throughout the country, representing investments of no 
small amounts of money. These investme.11ts may be considered 
an expression of increasing confidence in the stability of the 
traffic and the continuous future growth of the industry. 

In Kansas City the world's largest bus terminal is now being 
completed at a cost of $3,000,000. It is a project of the Pickwick
Greyhound Lines (Inc.), which established its headquarters in 
that city but six months ago. The building covers practically 
an entire block and is a combination of terminal and hotel. The 
terminal will handle the arrival and departure of 200 busses 
daily, requiring a staff of 35 employees. The hotel consists of 
400 rooms with bath, and showers are provided for the traveler 
whether remaining overnight or not. 

Tile following figures, taken from the February, 1930, issue of 
Bus Transportation, while not authenticated, are approximately 
correct as any given and may be of interest, showing the extent 
of the development of travel by motor bus: 

Busses 
Number of operating companieS---------------------
1Iotor earners-----------------------------------
Electric ·a.ilways and subsidiaries------------------
Steam railroa-ds and subsidiat·ies--------------------
Schools------------------------------------------

Sight-seers (included in motor carrier, electric 
railway, and steam railroad figures). 

Other users-------------------------------------
Number of busses opera ted (total)-----------------
Motor carriers __________ --------------------------
Electric railways and subsidiaries __________________ _ 
Steam railroads and subsidia)ies ___________________ _ 
Schoo~------------------------------------------

Sight-seers (included in motor carrier, electnc 
mil way, and stea1n railroad figures). 

Other users --------------------------------------Total investment in rolling stock _______________ ..! __ _ 
Total investment in terminals, garages, etc __________ _ 
•.rota I gross revenue (revenue busses only)-----------

f~i~r~rf;i~~~;ice================================== 
Sight-seeing and charter-hire revenue (does not include 

charter-hire revenue of common-carriet· busses)---
Passen"ers carried (revenue busses only)-----------
City service (revenue onlY)------------------------Intercity service _____________________________ ____ _ 
Passengers carried, school busses------------------
Other noncommon carriers-------------------------

Other highway transpo,-t 
Number motor trucks registered--------------------
Motor-vehicle license fees------------------------
Gasoline-tax receipts -----------------·-------------
Federal-aid highways: 

Total mileage improved and paid for_ __________ _ 
Disbursement (Federal) ----------------------
State expenditures---------------------------
Total cumulative cosL----- --------------------

1 Estimated. 

1929 
123,928 

1 6,000 
262 

66 
1 16, 525 

1 1, 075 
192, 500 
1 35,640 

11.256 
1,454 

1 42, 000 

2, 150 
1 $450, 000, 000 
1 $110, 000, 000 
1 $322, ooo. 000 
1 $109, 000, 000 
1 $201, 000, 000 

l 12, 000, 000 
1 1, 768, 000, 000 
11,346,000,000 

1 422, 000, 000 
1 400, 000, 000 

1 18, 800, 000 

] 3, 370, 000 
$350, 000, 000 
$415,000,000 

80, 464 
$82,736,879 

$112, 561, 289 
$1,529,173,445 

Business dcme by busses in revenue service during 19!9 

Operating 
revenue 

Passenger 
miles 

Passengers 
(revenue 

only) 

Average fare 

Per pas- Per pas· 
sanger -.s~1':· 

City busses ___________ $109, 000, 000 - 4, 038, 000, 000 1, 346, 000, 000 $0. 081 2. 7 
Intercity_ .. ---------- 153,500, 000 4, 637, 000, 000 384, 000, 000 . 40 3. 3 
Interstate____ _________ 47,500,000 2, 160,000,000 38,000,000 1. 25 :?.2 

Total and aver-
age, common 
carriers ______ _ 

Sightseeing and for 
hire ••.•• ________ .• __ 

Total and aver
age revenue, busses _______ _ 

310, 000, 000 10, 835, 000, 000 1. 768, 000, 000 

12,000,000 150, 000, 000 6, 000,000 

322,000, 000 10,985,000, 000 l, 774,000,000 

NECESSITY FOR INTERSTATE REGULATION 

.175 2.9 

2.00 8.0 

3. 0 

Highway traffic is becoming more and more congested each 
year, and especially is this true in the States of New York, 
California, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and New Jersey, in each 
of which there are in excess of a million private cars and from 
175,000 to 300,000 private motor trucks, demanding a place and 
the unimpeded use of the public highway. 

In all the large States of the East the ever-increasing number 
of interstate carriers by motor bus is adding to the increased 
congestion of the streets and public highways leading into and 
out of the great cities, making regulation and control essential 
to the protection and safety of life and property. 

Private passenger cars and private motor trucks in the United 
States have reached the enormous total of 22,000,000, each of 
which contends that it is entitled to the use of the public high
ways, unhampered and unhindered by those who use them for 
private gain. 

This represents the viewpoint of the private citizens of the 
United States, and in contending for the preservation of the 
highways for public use they logically insist that if their use 
for private gain is to be permitted, it shall be only under such 
rules and regulations as will fully compensate the States for 
the use of the roads and protect the traveling public from 
congestion and the hazards and risks incident to such opera
tions. 

Surely the size and extent of the industry, growing as it is by 
leaps and bounds and necessitating constant and more constant 
use of the public highways, is in itself strongly indicative of 
the need of regulation. 

The necessity for regulation of transportation by interstate 
motor carriers is further well answered in the fact that 47 
States out of 48 have regulatory laws governing motor-carrier 
intrastate transportation. 

The States of the Union, with one exception, have found it 
necessary to enact laws regulating the operation of common
carrier busses. These regulatory laws universally require-

First. A certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
such operation to be issued only upon proof that the convenience 
and necessity of the public require such operation. 

Second. Adequate insurance. 
Third. Financial responsibility. 
Fourth. Supervision of rates and service. 
The public using busses operating solely in intrastate com

merce is protected by State laws. Busses that transport pas
sengers exclusively in tile field of interstate operation are with
out supervision by public authority. 

RESULTS OF STATE REOUL~O~S 

Substantial responsible companies have engaged in the busi
ness. ·wise regulation has induced capital to invest, resulting 
in the employment of the latest and most highly improved 
equipment, trained and efficient opet·ators, a marked decrE:>ase 
in accidents, insurance of passengers, indemnity bonds to pro· 
teet the traveling public, operations over fixed and definite 
routes, dependable time schedules, adequate terminal facilities, 
and a minimization of the use of the highways and their con
gestion, wear, and tear by motor-carrier busses. All of which 
has resulted in a service so satisfactory to the traveling public 
that during the year 1929 1,768,000,000 passengers indirectly 
approved the State regulations by taking advantage of such 
service. 

In the face of these results, who now would advocate the 
extinction of State regulation and a return to the chaotic con
ditions which existed prior to such regulation? 

What State regulation bas done to stabilize, build up, and im
prove the service of intrastate transportation so will the regu· 
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lation now proposed in the pending bill stabilize, build up, and 
~mprove the service in interstate travel. . 

In Buck v. Kuykendall (267 U. S. 307, 45 S. Ct. 324, 69 L. Ed. 
623, 38 A. L. R. 286) it was held that a statute requiring a 
certificate of public convenience and necessity was unconsti
tutional as applied to one using Federal-aid highways as a 
common carrier purely· in interstate commerce because in viola
tion of the commerce clause of the Federal Constitution, and 
also as defeating the purpose of the Federal-aid statute. (23 
U.S. C. A., secs.1-53.) The statute (Laws Wash. 1921, 341, sec. 
4) requiring the certificate applied to transportation "for com
pensation between fixed termini or over a regular route in this 
State." It did not exclude interstate carriers. In Bush v. 
Maloy (267 U. S. 317, 45 S. Ct. 326, 69 L. Ed. 627) it w·as held 
that a somewhat similar statute was unconstitutional as an 
interference with the interstate commerce when applied to a 
common carrier engaged exclusively in interstate commerce, 
irrespective of the fact that the highway over which it traveled 
was not a Federal-aid highway. * * • 

In Frost v. Railroad Commission (271 U. S. 583, 46 S. Ct. 
605, 79 L. Ed. 1101, 47 A. L. R. 457) it was held that an auto 
transportation statute, in so far as it prevented private carriers 
by auto from operating over the State highways between fixed 
termini without having first secured a certificate of public con
venience and necessity, was unconstitutional. 

That case does not affect the case before us because our stat
ute applies exclusively to common carriers. The statute there 
defined a transportation company as one using motor vehicles 
"in the business of tran portation of persons or property, or as 
a common carrier, for compensation, over any public highway 
in this State between fixed termini or over a regular route," and 
so forth. (Stat. Cal. 1919, p. 458, ch. 280, sec. 2c.) It was not 
limited to common carriers. 

This legislature may not by its declaration ma,ke a carrier for 
hire a common carrier and so compel it to devote its property 
to a public use. (Producers Transp. Co. v. Railroad Co., 251 
U. S. 228, 40 S. Ct. 131, 64 L. Ed. 239; Michigan Pub. Util. 
Com. v. Duke, 266 U. S. 570, 45 S. Ct. 191, 69 L. Ed. 445, 36 
.A. L. R. 1105; Frost v. Railroad Com., 271 U. S. 583, 46 S. Ct. 
605, 70 L. Ed. 1101, 47 A. L. R. 457.) Doing so constitutes a 
taking of private property for public use without compensation 
and violates the fourteenth amendment. 

STATES ·CAN NOT LIMIT NUMBER OF INTERSTATE CARRI:ZRS 

The foregoing citations settle the question of the regulation of 
at least the number of interstate carriers using the highways of 
the State. In other words, the Supreme Court in the decisions 
just cited has held that the denial by the State of the use of the 
highway by an interstate carrier in interstate transportation is 
an obstruction to interstate commerce and therefore violative 
of the commerce clause of the Constitution, so that the States 
can no longer regulate the number of interstate motor carrier 
busses running over their highways. 

Seizing upon the opportunity thus afforded by this unregu
lated condition, 54 interstate carriers sprang into existence in 
the territory comprising New York City and the State of New 
Jersey. It is the loophole through which interstate motor bus 
carriers are finding their way, unhindered and unregulated to 
add to the use and congestion of the public highways, and 
through which incompetency and inefficiency enter and take 
possession of the highways to the disadvantage and ofttimes 
danger to the u·aveling public. 

On page 741 the Flynn report states: 
It does not seem consistent with sound public policy that the public, 

primarily entitled to use the highways, should be protected against 
undue and unnecessary use of such highways by common-carrier motor 
vehicles engaged in intrastate commerce, while unlimited and unre
stricted use of them may be made by common-earrier motor vehicles 
operated in interstate commerce. Wear and damage to the highways 
and the hazards of transportation are the same whether a motor 
vehicle of a certain type is moving in interstate or in intrastate 
commerce. 

With no law regulating interstate commerce carried over the public 
highways, such commerce can now be, and is, carried on by as many as 
desire regardless of financial responsibility and free !rom the slightest 
control or regulation as to routes, fares, schedules, public convenience 
and necessity, and comfort or safety of passengers. Operators engaged 
in such business are not required to report to any authority, and, save 
for the police regulations of States and municipalities, are subject to 
none. They may operate at their pleasure and may cease operation 
temporarily or permanently as they choose. There is nothing to pre
vent them from discriminating unduly and com~ting unfairly. The 
public using such lines have no governmental agency of any description 
to which they may appeal in the matter of rates, routes, schedules, or 
safety in the use o! the public highways. · 

To weed out of the public service the reckless and incompetent 
operator, to eliminate useless and wasteful competition, to limit 
the number of motor carrier busses to the actual need and thus 
preserve the highways and lessen the hazards to the traveling 
public are the most essential and valuable purposes of regulation 
and constitute the protection which the general public is entitled 
to have and enjoy. 

The futility of the continuation of attempted regulation of 
interstate transportation by motor bus in the twilight zone of 
State regulation becomes clearly apparent. The public is enti
tled to the enactment of law that will fully protect it in the 
preservation of its highways and from the hazards and risks of 
unregulated commerce. It should not be compelled to wander 
aimlessly around in the twilight zone of the police powers of the 
State, looking and groping for remedies under a misapprehen
sion that protection is to be found therein. 

FEDERAL LEGISLATION NECESSARY 

No such remedy can be found in the police powers of the 
State. The remedy is in the Federal powers of Congress, exer
cised in the enactment of this bill to put a stop to the indis
criminate use of the public highway for private gain by ineffi
cient and irresponsible operators, the very thing which the 
Supreme Court has said the States could not do. 

Section 4 (a) provides that no corporation or person shall 
operate as a common carrier by motor vehicle in interstate or 
foreign commerce on any public highway unless there is in force 
with respect to such carrier a certificate of public convenience 
and necessity authorizing such operation. 

Under this section denials of certificates are authorized and 
this authorization affords the remedy for the preservation of the 
highway and the rights of the public. 

GENERAL DUTIES AND POWERS OF THE COMMISSION 

SEc. 2 (a) It shall be the duty of the commission-
(!) To supervise and regulate common carriers by motor vehicle as 

provided in this act, and to that end the commission may establish 
reasonable requirements with respect to continuous and adequate seL'Vice' 
at just and reasonable rates, a uniform system of accounts and reports, 
qualifications and maximum hours of service of employees, safety of 
operation and equipment, comfort of passengers, and ·pick-up and 
delivery points, whether on regular routes or within defined localities 
or districts ; 

(2) To supervise and regulate charter carriers by motor vehicle as 
provided in this act, and to that end the commission may establish 
reasonable requirements with respect to qualifications and maximum 
hours of service of employees, safety of oi.Jeration and equipment, and 
comfort of passengers ; and 

(3) To prescribe rules and regulations for the proper administration 
of this act. 

Section 10 (a) provides that-
No certificate or charter carrier permit shall be issued to a motor 

carrier, or remain in force, unless such carrier complies with such rules 
and regulations as the commission shall adopt governing the filing and 
approval o! surety bonds, policies of insurance, or other securities or 
agreements, in such form and adequate amount and conditioned as the 
commission may require, for the payment, within limits of liability fixed 
by the commission, of any final judgment recovered against such motor 
carrier on account of death of or injury to persons, or loss of or damage 
to property, resulting from the operation, maintenance, or use of motor 
vehicles under such certificate or permit. 

Section 6 (a) authorizes the commission-
to attach to the exercise of the privileges granted by the certificate 
such reasonable terms and conditions as the public convenience and neces
sity may from time to time require, including terms and conditions as to 
the furnishing of additional service over the specified routes or between 
the specified termini, and the extension of the line or lines of the carrier, 
and such terms and conditions as are necessary to carry out, with re
spect to the operations of the carrier, the requirements established by 
the commission under section 2 (a) (1). 

Under section 2 (a) it becomes the duty of the commission
(!) To supervise and regulate common carriers by motor vehicle 

and to establish reasonable requirements with respect to continuous 
and adequate service at just and reasonable rates, a uniform system 
of accounts and reports, qualifications and maximum hours of service 
of employees, safety of operation and equipment, comfort of passengers, 
and pick-up and delivery points, whether on regular routes or within 
d¢illed localities or districts. 

The suspension o~ revocation of a certificate or permit is 
the effectual remedy provided for any failure to comply with 
the provisions of the act. Under section 8 (a) the commission 
is authorized to change or revoke, in whole or in part, any 
certificate for ~ure to comply with any provision of the 
act, or with any lawful order, rule, or regulation of the commis-
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sion p.romnl:,?B.ted thereunder, or with any term or condition 
of the certificate or permit, or whenever the public interest 
shall so require. 

The bill proposes to regulate and control the interstate 
transportation of passengers for compensation by motor vehicle. 
The carriers engaged in such transportation are divided into 
two classes, common carriers by motor vehicle and charter 
carriers by motor vehicle. 

The common carrier by motor vehicle is required to operate 
o.ver fixed routes and fixed termini It must procure a cer
tificate of public convenience and necessity and meet all the 
requirements of regulation, including the adoption of a uni
form accounting system, the filing of reports, and furnishing of 
insurance and indemnity bonds, to be approved by the com
mission before beginning operations. 

Common carriers operating on January 1, 1930, and having 
continued such operations since that date, will be granted cer
tificates by the commission without hearing upon furnishing 
required evidence in the form of answers to a que tionnaire 
to be submitted to them by the commission in regard to such 
operations and ability to comply with the rules and regulations 
of the commission. All other applications for a certificate 
must be filed with the commission, which applications must 
be referred by it to joint board, if referable, and if not to 
be heard by the commission through a member or an examiner 
empowered to act for it. 

Charter can·iers are required to file their applications with 
the commission and will be authorized to operate interstate by 
the issuance to them of a permit. The application must be veri
fied and contain such information as the commission may re
quire. The commission shall specify in the permit the opera
tions covered thereby as near as practicable and shall attach 
to the permit sucb terms and conditions as the commission may 
deem necessary. 

The commission may establish reasonable requirements with 
respect to qualifications and maximum hours of service of 
employees, safety of operation, equipment, and comfort of pas
sengers. There is no regulation of the rates or of consolidations 
and merge1:s and acquisition of control relating to charter 
carriers. 

Motor vehicles employed solely in transporting school children 
and teachers, taxicabs, or other vehicles performing a similar 
service, having a capacity of not more than six passengers and 
not operated on a regular route or between fixed termini, and 
motor vehicles owned or operated by or on behalf of hotels and 
used exclusively for the transportation of hotel patrons between 
hotels and local railroads or other common-carrier stations, are 
excluded from tbe regulatory provisions of the act. 

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 

The certificate of convenience and necessity is primarily the 
instrumentality through which the proposed regulation and con
trol is to be effected. No interstate operation <!an be had with
out first obtaining such certificate, excepting during a period of 
90 days when application for such is pending and undetermined. 

The certificate conveys no veste~ right to the use of the high
way. It is subject to change or revocation upon hearing by 
either the commission or joint boards having jurisdiction for 
violation of any orders of the commission or whenever the pub
lic interest may require. It can not be taken into considera
tion in the valuation of the company's property for rate-making 
purposes. It is to be used t9 limit the number of carriers on 
any given route when in the public interest and to be issued 
to competing carriers when the service requires. The constant 
threat of its issuance is an ever-deterrent 4tfluence against high 
rates. 

BATES, FAnES, AND CHABGES 

During all the hearings held on the various kindred bills for 
the r egulation and control provided for in this bill no complaint 
was made tbat the rates, fares, and charges were too bigh. In 
fact the absence of such complaint was one of the conspicuous 
feat~res of the hearings conducted over a period of many 
months. Yet this bill amply safeguards the interest of the 
public by requiring in paragraph (d) of section 11 that all rates, 
fares and charges sllall be just and reasonable and that no 
such ~ate, fare, or charge shall be held to be unjust or unreason
able by the commission or by any joint board under this act on 
the ground that it is unjust to a competing carrier engaged in-a 
different kind of transportation. In determining the justness 
or reasonableness of any rate, fare, or charge under para
graph (e) of section 11 the good will, earning power, or the 
certificate under which such carrier is operating shall not be 
considered in the valuation of the carrier's property. 

Under the above sections the certificate of public convenience 
and necessity can not be included in any valuation of carrier's 

property for rate-making purposes such as was done with the 
easements valued at $5,000,000 in the United Railways & Elec
tric Co. of Baltimore against West and others, decided by the 
Supreme Court on the 6th day of January, 1930. 

The certificate of public convenience and necessity being 
granted solely for the promotion of the public interest can not 
be subject to capitalization against the public in the fixing of 
rates. 

Under the provisions of this bill the commission is not 
authorized to fix rates. It is only authorized to approve or dis
prove them after hearing. While the fixation of maximum and 
minimum rates in railway transportation became necessary 
because of their monopolistic character, yet such does not apply 
to motor-bus transportation because of the absence of any such 
monopoly by any motor carrier in the right to use the highway 
and because of the fact that the commission may at any time 
issue additional certificates and increase the number of compet
ing carriers whenever such competition is found to be in the 
public interest. The constant threat of the issuance of an 
additional certificate to a competing carrier will be the effective 
instrumentality to keep the rates, fares, and charges within the 
requirements of being just and reasonable to the public. 

RIGHT TO SELEC'.r MODE 01.4' '!'RAVEL 

The highways of the country have been constructed at a cost 
of a billion and a half dol1ars. Two hundred and sixty-three 
thousand miles have already been completed. In this vast coun
try of scenic beauty, industrial, and agricultural activity, the 
people should have the right to select their mode of travel, to 
use their highways as they may prefer-in the palatial Pullman 
motor bus, or otherwise, even though such bus may parallel 
railroad or electric lines. 

This bill recognizes that right of selection in the require
ment for a certificate of public convenience and necessity. 

Section . 5 (a) provides : 
Except as provided in subsection (b), a certificate of public conven

ience and necessity shall be issued to any applicant therefor, authorizing 
the whole or any part of the operations covered by the application, if it 
is found that the public convenience and necessity will be served by the 
operations authorized. 

Upon a hearing to determine whether or not a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity shall issue, the question in
volved is not whether the commission should extend a favor to 
existing operators by r efusing to permit another to enter the 
field of transportation, or whether it shall extend a favor to the 
applicant by permitting him to compete with existing companies. 
Neither the applicant nor the operators have any vested right in 
the use of the public highway for private gain. It is a matter of 
public concern whether the convenience and necessity of the 
general public will be promoted as distinguished from the pri
vate benefit or advantage that may accrue to any particular 
person. 
PUBLIC CONVENlENCE AND NECESSITY-INTERPRETATION BY THE COURT 

In Rock Island & Pacific Railroad Co. against Oklahoma, 1926, 
it was held that in granting a certificate the commission must be 
convinced that the proposed service will accommodate the public 
and that a reasonable public demand exists. 

"Necessity does not mean essential or absolutely indispensa
ble" but the resulting condition where the proposed serv
ice would be such an improvement in the existing mode of trans
portation as to justify the expense of making the improvement. 

In 1917 the New York commission held that public conveni
ence and necessity exists when the proposed· facility will meet 
a reasonable want of the public and supply a need if·· the exist
ing facilities, while in some sense sufficient, do not adequately 
supply that need. • · 

Two conditions must be satisfied before the issuance of an 
order requiring the construction: First, that the extension is rea
sonably required in the interest of public convenience and ne
cessity, and second that the expense involved will not impair 
the ability of the carrier or carriers involved to perform their 
duty to the public. (Construction of Lines in Eastern Oregon, 
111 I. C. C. 3; Los Angeles Passenger Terminal Cases, 142 
I. C. C. 489; .Gunderson v. Chicago, M. & St. P. Ry. Co., 91 
I. C. C. 702 ; Cooke v. Chicago, B & Q. R. Co., 66 I. C. C. 452; 
Ridge Coal Mining Co. v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 62 I. C. C. 259.) 

The public convenience and necessity is the only test. 
Section 5 (c) provides that-
Nothing contained in section 500 of the transportation act, 1920, shall 

be construed as expressing a preference by Congress for rail or water 
transportation over transportation by motor vehicle or to affect in any 
manner the issuance of a certificate of public convenience and necessity 
under the provisions of this act. 
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Section 500 of the transportation act of 1920, referred to in 

section 5 (c) just quoted, reads: 
It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to promote, encour

age, and develop water transportation service, and facilities in connec
tion with the commerce of the United States, and to foster and preserve 
in full vigor both rail and water transportation. 

When these sections are construed together it will be seen 
that it is equivalent to a d~laration of Congress that its policy 
shall be to promote, encourage, and develop water, rail, and 
motor-bus transportation in connection with the commerce of 
the United States and to foster and preserve them in full vigor. 

What is the legal effect of the certificate of public convenience 
and necessity authorized in section 5 (a)? Does it convey a 
vested' right? Does it create a monopoly in the use of the 
public highways for motor-carrier transportation as charged in 
the minority report? Paragraphs (d) and (e) of section 5 
provide: 

(d) No certificate of public convenience and necessity issued under 
this act shall be construed as conferring any proprietary or exclusive 
rights in the public highways. 

(e) In the administration of this act, the commission shall, so far as 
is consistent with the public interest, preserve competition in service. 

The certificate conveys no vested interest, no exclusive right 
on the public highway.· It is issued for the sole and only pur
pose of promoting the public convenience and necessity. It is 
simply a revocable license which confers no property rights 
upon the holder. 

Any such certificate or permit may be suspended, changed or 
revoked, in whole or in part, for failure to comply with ~ny 
P.rovis:on of the a~t, _or with any lawful order, rule, or regula
tion of the ~o~m1ssion promulgated thereunder, or with any 
term or conditiOn of the certificate or permit, or whenever the 
public interest shall so require. 

While the certificate aims to restrict the number of operators 
on the same route so as to limit the number to the convenience 
and ?ecessity .of the public, it does not create a monopoly. The 
public convemence and necessity is the only limit placed upon 
the number of certificates to be issued and that limit is to be 
in the public interest to restrict the number so as to produce 
as little inconvenience as possible to the public using the high
way and protect the carrier against such competition as would 
render him unable to give the necessary service. 

T.he certificate of convenience and necessity is simp1y used as 
~ mstrument of necessary control and regulation in the public 
Interest and not as a device to create a monopoly or to convey 
a vested right. 

Under the provisions cited it is declared to be the policy of 
Congress ~o promote, encourage, and develop rail, water, and 
motor-earner transportation in connection with the commerce 
of the United States and to foster and preserve them in full 
yigor without preference to either. Thus, the traveling public 
Is assured the right of selection of its mode of transportation 
wherever it is determined that the public convenience and neces
sity warrants, and that d,etermination is not to be affected in 
any way by the existence of competing rail or water carriers. 

Through the device of the certifiG~te, revocable for violation, 
all are subject to such conditians as may be imposed from time 
to time, and, as a result, the efficiency of the service is under 
constant regulation, the wear and tear on the public highway 
minimized by restricting the number of operators compa,tible 
with the preservation of competition in the public interest, while 
the power of revocation of a certificate and the issuance of 
another to a competing carrier is the ever-present regulating 
power assuring just and reason~ble rates to the public. 

CONTROL AND CONSOLIDATIONS 

Control of one carrier by another is prohibited unless author
ized by the commission for the purposes of merging or consolida
tion. Mergers and consolidations are prohibited except upon 
the approval of the commission after hearing ~nd upon such 
conditions as it may impose. 

The bill will permit of the merger or consolidation of a com
mon carrier by motor vehicle with that of any other carrier 
by rail or water. 

ESTABLISHMENT OJ!' JOINT BOARDS 

Where any application requests authority for operation in 
two States, the commission is required to create a joint board 
to be composed of a member from each State in which the pro
posed operations are to be conducted, the member to be nomi
nated from the board of such State from its own membership 
or otherwise. If there is no board, or in the e"'olent of its fail
ure to act, then the governor of such State may nominate such 
member and the commission is authorized to appoint such nomi
nees when approved by it. 

The decisions and recommendations of the joint board are to 
be made by unanimous vote. In the event that the joint board 
fails .or refuses to act, or is unable to agree upon any matter 
subnutted, then the commission, itself, shall determine the mat
ter. 

In paragraph (d) of section 3, the commission is required to 
r~fer the following matters to a joint board for hearing, deci
sion, and recommendation of appropriate order: 

Applications for the issuance of certificates of public convenience and 
necessity (except in cases where applicants were in operation on .Janu
ary 31, 1930, and have maintained as such, and who are permitted to 
support their applications with answers to questionnaires). 
. The suspension, change, or revocat ion of such certificates; applica

tions for the approval and authorization of consolidations, mergers and 
a-cquisi~ns of control; complaints as to violations by common carriers; 
complamts as to fares, rates, and charges of common carriers by motor 
vehicle ; and the approval of surety bonds, policies of insurance, or 
other securities or agreements for the protection of the public, required 
on tbe issuance of a certificate. 

In acting upon such matters the boards are vested with the 
same duties, powers, and jurisdiction as are vested in the mem
bers or examiners of the commission when acting under its 
orders in the administration of the act. 

Orders recommended by joint boards are to be filed with the 
commission to become orders of the commission and effective 
but subject to the review of the commission upon appeal or upo~ 
its own motion. 

Joint boa1·ds when acting upon such matters are made agen
cies of the Federal Government. 

In resu~, we find the essential provisions of the bill to be : 
(a) The administration of the act is placed primarily in the 

Interstate Commerce Commission. 
(b) The Interstate Commerce Commission is authorized to 

act through one of its members or examiners or joint boards. 
(c) The decisions and orders of such agencies, if appeal is 

not taken, become final after 10 days unless stayed by the com
mission. 

(d) Joint boards may be appointed where application for 
certificate shows operations to be limited to two States. 

(e) The joint board is to be made up of one representative 
from each State in which operation is proposed, the representa
tive to be nominated by the State utility board and appointed 
by the commission. 

(f) With the exception of applications showing operations on 
January 1, 1930, and their continuation, all other applications 
must be referred to joint boards where referrable. 

(g) No common carrier by motor vehicle can engage in inter
state commerce without first obtaining a certificate, furnishing 
insurance, indemnity bond, and evidence of ability to comply 
with all the rules and regulations of the commission. 

(h) Certificates of public convenience and necessity are sub
ject to change and revocation for violation of any order or 
whenever found to be in the public interest. 

(i) Certificates of public convenience and necessity convey no 
vested interest in highways and represent no value for rate
making purposes. 

(j) Rates, fares, and charges must be just and reasonable. 
(k) Refunds, rebates, and discri.rr_!inations prohibited. Re

duced fares and free transportation can only be extended to 
employees. 

(l) Control and consolidation permitted only after hearing 
before the Interstate Commerce Commission, and then upon . 
such conditions as it may impose. 

( m) The bill does not impinge in any way upon the States' 
complete control and jurisdiction over intrastate transporta
tion by motor carrier. 

Such is a brief analysis of the regulatory and administrative 
provisions of the bill. 

Its provisions for adequate n?tice, hearings, appeal, review, 
and appeal to the courts we believe meet all the constitutional 
requirements. Its penal and civil provisiont:;, including those of 
extraordinary remedies, are adequate for the prompt and effec- · 
tive regulation and enforcement of its provisions. 

This bill embodies needed constructive legislation. 
Its enactment will safeguard the public interest. 
It will encourage capital to invest, resulting in commodious 

terminal stations, substantial equipment, employment of skilled 
and dependable operators, and the carrying of sound insurance 
for the protection of passengers and indemnity for damages to , 
the public. 

It is impossible to adequately visualize the rapid growth and 
development of this mode of transportation during the next , 
five years. It will surpass that of any other period in it~ 
history. 



5238 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE · MARCH 13 
During this period connection of lines through consolidation 

will have been effected, regular coast-to-coast schedules will have 
been established, motor-carrier transportation will have been 
securely founded upon a financial basis which will enable it to 
grow and expand to meet the ever-increasing demands of the 
trave\ing public. 

Mr. PARKER. I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. BURTNESS]. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com
mittee I bad not intended to speak on this bill in general debate, 
or until it reaches the amendment stage, but in view of some of 
the questions which have been suggested and some o! the ob~ec
tions that ha-ve been raised by some of the Members, particu
larly in colloquies, I felt it proper for me to express, as br~efiy 
as possible, just a few observations with reference to my views 
thereon. 

If you will pardon a personal reference, I will say this : 
That when this question first came before our committee three 
or four years ago I was not particularly impressed with the 
necessity for legislation. I did know at the time tb:at th~re were 
some evils· that there were a number of :fly-by-rught Irrespon
sible operators that really ought not to be permitted to gather 
in the hekels of the public for any service they were pretend
ing to give, because that service was most unsatisfactory indee~. 
Nevertheless I then joined with those who felt that the bust
ness bad not progressed to the extent where it was possible for 
us to consider it carefully and fully and pass proper permanent 
le"islation At that time I did feel, however, that it would 
h:ve been. advisable to have provided for a sort of licensing 
system by which all interstate carriers would have been com
pelled to at least furnish public indemnity insurance and mat
ters of that sort. But the fact is that Congress did not then 
legislate to that end. 

We are now several years later, confronted with the situa-
tion where thi~ business has progressed until it has become one 
of the principal and important industries of our country. We 
find a o-ood many evils. I will not take the time to relate them 
as the; have already been referred to in this debate, but I do 
desire to emphasize one type of evil which may not have been 

. emphasized sufficiently. . . 
· As has been stated time and agam, 47 States have provided 

for bus regulation within their borders. It is done in JilY State 
and it is done in every State of this Union but one State. 

Mr. HASTINGS. What State is that? 
Mr. BURTNESS. I think it is Delaware. I happen to live 

on the border between Minnesota and North Dakota. A bus 
line for instance, that wants to do business from my home at 
Gra~d Forks to Devils Lake or Minot would have to obtain a 
certificate ·of convenience and necessity for that purpose. It 
obtains that certificate and it goes into business. It renders 
good service, and then some irresponsible operator may see that 
that line is fairly successful. What can the latter do under 
the present law and under the present situation? All that 
irresponsible operator has to do is to establish a place ?f busi
ness just across the river, two or three blocks away, m East 
Grand Forks, Minn., and start ~mt doing business upon that 
identical line. 

There is not business enough for two lines, but there is ample 
business for one line. Who eventually suffers when that sort 
of competition arises? Not primarily the line that is in busi
ness but the people along that route, who have become accus
tom~d to depending upon the service of that line. They are the 
people who are the most injured. It was because of situations 
of that sort-not particularly situations with which I was per
sonally familiar, but situations that were brought to the atten
tion of the committee by competent and credible witnesses-
that I reached the conclusion the time had come when we ought 
to legislate upon this subject in a fair, reasonable, and compre-
hensive way. · 

Without going into any detail as to the methods set up in this 
bill I want to touch upon just two features which to my mind 
are' of considerable importance in a sort of experimental way. 
Time and again Members have spoken about the tremendous 
work the Interstate Commerce Commission must do and have 
stated that it is an overworked commission, so that various 
suggestions have been made as to how the work of the indi
vidual commissioners might be lessened to some extent. 

While this bus industry and regulation thereof is important, 
on the whole this legislation is not of as great importance as 
the regulation of the rates of rail carriers. So there are two 
provisions written into this bill which I think are of a great 
deal of importance if considered only from an experimental 
vjewpoint. 

One of those provisions gives to an examiner or to an indi
vidual member of the commission the power to go out and hold 

complete hearings and virtually render decisions upon the evi- . 
dence taken. Of course the decisions, as a matter of form under 
this bill, take the form of recommendations; but it is contem
plated that in 9 cases out of 10, if not in 99 cases out of 100, 
the decisions of individual commissioners or of examiners will 
become the decisions and the orders of the commission after the 
expiration of 10 days. I say it is of value to find out whether 
that sort of a method, whether making use of examiners or 
individual commissioners in cases of this sort could not later, 
after some experience in this line, be extended to some of the 
other work of the commission. 

So, we are also setting up an experiment in this bill by the 
provi. ions for th~ use of joint boards. There has been much 
objection raised from time to time with reference to the work 
of the commission in other matters on the theory that some
times they have not been fully informed as to the local situa
tion and local conditions as well as the physical impossibility 
for them to become fully informed in all cases. The State com
missions in every State of. the Union seem not only ready and 
willing but anxious to use their ability and to use the informa
tion they obtain in the conduct of their work in their respec
tive States in connection with the administration of some such 
law as this. I happen to be one of those who, with the gentle
man from :Michigan [Mr. MAPES], signed additional views. I 
feel we ought to use these State commissions more than is pro
posed by the bill in the form in which it bas been recommended 
by the committee. 

Mr. FULI,fER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BUR'.rNESS. Yes. 
Mr. FULMER. Is it not a fact that under the bill State 

commissions do not take any part in this law except as to bus 
lines operating within two States? 

Mr. BURTNESS. From the statement I just made, I believe 
the gentleman will understand that I feel it was a mistake for 
our committee to limit the jurisdiction of the State commis
sions to that extent, and I shall probably speak upon that 
feature more directly under the 5-minute rule, when I shall 
support an amendment which will make it mandatory to use 
these State commissions where three States are involved, and 
leave it in the discretion of the commission to refer questions 
to such joint boards where more than three States are involved. 
I think that will be a practical improvement in this bill. 

Mr. FULMER. For the special reason that they would more 
nearly .represent the interests of the public. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I agree thoroughly with the gentleman, and 
I hope he will defend that amendment on the tfoor of the House 
when it comes up for consideration. 

I know some question has been raised by constitutional law
yers and others to the effect that it is contrary to the letter of 
the Constitution, as some say, and to the spirit of it in the 
view of others, to make use of State agencies for any Federal 
pm·pose. To start with, in very specific language found in thi~ 
bill the person selected by the State commission or by the 
governor, where there is no State commission. becomes a Fed
eral agency by the terms of this bill. So I think that language 
at least meets the objection that it is contrary to the letter o1 
the Constitution. They will act for the Federal and not for the 
State governments when serving on the joint boards. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield there 
for the interpolation of an authority supporting that view? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Yes; gladly. 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. In Holmgren v. United States 

(217 U. S. 517) the Supreme Court of the United States said: 
It is undoubtedly true that the right to create courts for tbe States 

does not exist in Congress. The Constitution provides (Art. III, sec. 1} 
that the judicial power of the United States shall be vested in one 
Supreme Court and in such inferior courts as the Congress may from 
time to time ordain and establish. 

1\Ir. BURT~'ESS. I take it the gentleman is quoting from 
the decision of the Supreme Court with reference to naturaliza
tion powers of State courts? 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Yes. 
But it does not follow that Congress may not constitutionally author· 

ize the magistrates or courts of a State to enforce a statute providing 
for a uniform system of naturalization, and defining certain proceed· 
ings which, when complied with, shall make the applicant a citizen of 
the United States. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I am pleased to get the specific language 
in the Supreme Court decision. I was just going to give a 
couple of illustrations generally that have been used, that every 
Member of Congress is familiar with, and that ought to dispose 
of the entire question. The gentleman from Oklahoma has 
quoted from the decision of the Supreme Court with refPrence 



1930 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 52-39 
to one of the illustrations I was going to give, namely, where 
the Congress of the United States has used the State courts 
for the purpose of passing upon the very important question of 
naturalization. 

If you want another illustration which goes fully as far as 
that, I call your attention to what those of you who served here 
during the war did when you provided for draft boards through
out the country, and every one of you is familiar with the prac
tice that existed in every county of the various States where 
local county officials were serving as members of the draft 
board. If I remember the situation correctly, I believe the 
President did, by general order, appoint these particular in
dividuals, but that does not change the constitutional question 
one iota, because by this bill . Congress itself, rather than the 
President, designates these agencies, if they are to be used, as 
Federal agencies, thus plainly obviating any constitutional ques
tion that may be involved. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma and Mr. HASTINGS rose. 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. My colleague from Oklahoma 

will add one additional authority supporting the gentleman's 
statement of the law, if the gentleman will permit. 

:Mr. BURTNESS. I will be pleased to have the citation. 
Mr. HASTINGS. Parker against Richards, 250 United States 

at page 235, involving an act of Congress which created probate 
courts as Federal agencies in Oklahoma in the approval of deeds 
of restricted Indian heirs. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Yes; that decision is identical in principle. 
So this bill, on the whole, simply provides for regulation of 

interstate business which will dovetail with the regulation that 
you people from 47 States have already provided through your 
own State legislatures; supplement such legislation, in fact, 
provide ·legislation so that individuals or others can not simply 
come in and do away with what your people are trying to do in 
your own ~tates. This is about all there is to the bill in so far 
as its practical, general purposes are concerned. 

0, yes; I hear other objections raised with reference to the 
bill, and bear some say it will reduce competition, and so forth. 

Well, I want to be perfectly frank and fair with you, and 
I want to admit very specifically that the result of this bill 
will be to reduce competition to a certain extent. You are here 
confronted, of course, fundamentally with the issue of whether 
you are going to permit unrestrained, expensive, destructive 
competition on the one hand or regulated monopoly on the other. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. And if the gentleman will per
mit, that restriction of competition is always in the public in
terest. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Ob, yes; I am coming to that. The gentle
man is just anticipating me. 

Perhaps a little history with respect to this legislation may 
not be amiss. When one of the first bills· was introduced we 
found, upon examination, that the result thereof would tend 
toward the establishment of a monopoly, and in the first bills, 
upon examination, it was found that they overlooked what I 
think is vitally necessary whenever any monopoly is established; 
namely, a complete regulation and control of such monopoly. 
· This objection does not apply to the Parker bill, introduced 
at the beginning of this session. This bill does carry with it a 
complete, and, I think, a practical and a fair regulation of the 
monopoly that is established-a regulation in the public interest. 

Oh, yes; it is true, as my good friend the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] has stated in his colloquies from 
time to time, that now and then some person who might want 
to enter into the business will not be permitted to do so, and it 
is also true, as he has suggested, that bus operators who may 
want to put their rates to such a low basis as to be unfair and 
unreasonable and unjust to their competitors, will not be per
mitted to do so. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. CuLKIN). The time of the gentleman 
from North Dakota ba,s expired. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 10 
additional minutes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. It simply comes down to a question of 
whether you are going to permit some irresponsible operator, 
or some stronger operator, better financed, in a given case to 
come into a line that has been developed by an independent 
operator, put down the rates temporarily to such an extent as 
to drive out of business the man who has been oJ:l'P,rating and 
developed the business on that line, and then when be is driven 
out of business let the stronger operator raise the rates to 
whatever point he is able to keep them until some third operator, 
perhaps stronger than the one who did the mischief, comes in 
and, in turn, drives the second out of business. 

It seems to me that to preserve and promote the public 
interest, it is necessary to maintain a continuous and an ade
quate service, and if you l:!,re going tq do this, and if you are 
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going to attempt any regulation whatsoever, tt is absolutely 
vital that some authority must be given to some judicial body 
somewhere to say that a rate is too low, just as well as to give 
that tribunal the authority to say that a rate is too high. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BURTNESS. I will. 
Mr. BRIGGS. From the study the committee has made of 

the question, has it reached any conclusion as to whether or 
not the regulation by the State service commissions have up 
to this time resulted in higher or lower rates to the public and 
a better or less desirable service? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Of course, it was manifestly impossible to 
make a thorough study of that question. Generally speaking, 
all we bad wi tb reference to it was the viewpoint of various 
State commissions throughout the country, who very forcibly 
presented their views, both in the bearings two years ago and 
in the last hearings, and in letters and communications we have 
received, that the regulations in the States have been very satis
factory and in the public interest, both as to rates and service. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BURTNESS. Yes. 
Mr. HASTINGS. If it is safe to permit the authority in 

North Dakota to regulate bus transportation within that State, 
and safe to lodge the authority in South Dakota to regulate bus 
transportation in that State, why would it not be safe without 
any control by the Interstate Commerce Commission to leave 
interstate transportation between North and South Dakota to a 
joint board created as a Federal agency for that purpose? 

Mr. BURTNESS. That involves quite a number of questions. 
Those of us who signed the additional views have taken what we 
think is a practical viewpoint of the entire situation as a whole, 
taking into consideration the earnest views of those who object 
to giving any State regulatory body any part of the administra
tion of the act. The gentleman and I might have no dispute if 
we were trying to decide the question, but I think it would be 
unwise to raise that issue here. 

I do not think you could get a majority of the House with 
you. If you want to be practical, and yet follow the spirit of 
the Constitution, I hope that the gentleman will join with us 
who are attempting to amend the bill in the manner suggested 
this afternoon by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MAPES], 
and in the additional views · signed by us in the report on the 
bill. . 

Mr. HASTINGS. I will go that far, but I was in hopes -that 
we could go still further and that the gentleman from North ,_ 
Dakota would go as far as we want to go. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I have occasionally found that it is not 
advisable to butt one's head against a stone wall. 

Now, coming back to the matter of competition, I hope the 
gentleman· from Mississippi will pay particular attention to 
paragraph (e), page~ of the bill, where it says : · 

In the administration of this act the commission shall, so far as is 
consistent with the public interests, preserve competition in service. 

Of course, we can all imagine that it might be possible for a 
tribunal to act in such a way, if they started out with a fraudu
lent purpose, if they started. out with a purpose in mind not to 
carry out the best interests of the public, to so administer this 
act, but I will not believe that witb reference to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. I would not believe it with reference 
to the State commissions. I have no doubt that there are view
points in various commissions that might tend further toward 
the establishment of monopolies more than some of us would 
like to have. I have one case in mind coming before our com
mittee. I recall that between Boston and Worcester, Mass., 
there is only one organization permitted to do business and 
which is very extensive. The entire bus h·affi.c between those 
two points is controlled by one operator. 

I am not here to criticize the administration of the law in 
Massachusetts; not at all-they say they are obtaining good 
service--but I - am here to say that I hope at least that under 
similar circumstances that exist up there the Interstate Com
merce Commission will not leave all of the business to one con
cern, and I do not think it will do so when the Congress of the 
United States writes the mandate into the law which I have 
quoted that in the public interest competition shall be preserved. 
I think it will be preserved. 

Then, again, several questions have been asked as to the 
rates. Just as we thought it advisable to let the country know, 
to let the Interstate Commerce Commission and everybody else 
interested know that we here in Congress look to it to preserve 
competition in connection with our transportation problems we 
also w-rote into this bill another sentence which I think will 
mean a good deal to the ·country under the conditions as now 
e~t. 
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.That is when we wrote thfs clause into the bill: 
(e) In any proceeding to determine tbe justness or reasonableness of 

any rate, fare, or charge of any such carrier there shall not be taken 
into consideration or allowed as evidence or elements of value of the 
property of such carrier either good will, earning power, or the certifi
cate under which such carrier is operating; .and in applying for and 
receiving a certificate under this act any such carrier shall be deemed 
to have agreed to the provisions of this subsection on its own behalf 
and on behalf of all transferees of such certificate. 

Did the bus operators write that provision into the bill that 
we have reported? Did any vested interest such as the gentle
man from Alabama [Mr. HuD-DLESTON] yesterday charged is re
sponsible for this bill write that provision into it? The question 
ans~ers itself. The committee wrote this provision after long 
and mature consideration and in the public interest. What is 
the purpose of it? Of course, the protection of those using the 
service against unfair charges. 

Is there any member of the general public who is not willing 
to pay a reasonable compensation for any transportation service? 
With a limitation of that sort, when it comes down to a question 
of passing on whether a rate is just or reasonable, can anyone 
conceive of a situation where a rate you or I would hold to be 
unjust or unreasonable would not be similarly held by the com
mission? 

There has been a tendency in this country on the part of some 
public-utility corporations to insist upon large valuations for 
their franchises, for easements and rights they may have in the 

1 streets of the city, in the case of street-car franchises or some
thing of that kind, and we have also seen some decisions of the 
courts touching such questions rather severely criticized. I am 
not here to-day analyzing or criticizing any of those decisions, 
but I am here to say that the country as a whole, the courts and 
commissions and Members of Congress and everyone else might 
well take notice of the fact that Congress by a mandate here 
says that in so far as this industry at least is concerned when it 
comes to a question of passing on rates, neither the co~mission 
nor ·any other · body set up to administer this law can put a 
capitalized value on something which the people themselves have 
given to the licensee or permittee or whatever you desire to call 
him. [Applause.] · 

Mr. HARE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. BURTNESS. Yes. 
Mr. HARE. · The gentleman intimates that it would be im

possible under this bill to have anything but a just and reason
able passenger or freight rate. Does the gentleman believe that 
under existing law the rates of freight are now reasonable and 
just in all cases? 
- Mr. BURTNESS. I do not see what that has to do with 

this bill. 
Mr. HARE. It will be under the same management and 

direc.tion, under the ~a!lle head, and under the same people, 
and If they are not willmg to make a fair and just and reason
able rate under existing circumstances, would they be willing 
to do that under the circumstances which the gentleman has so 
lucidly set forth? 

Mr. BURTNESS. The gentleman plainly overlooks the fact 
that the provision with reference to rates in this bill is wholly 
different from the mandate of Congress given to the Inter
state Commerce Commission in the fixing of rates for rail car
riers. You have a different legislative act and mandate. I am 
not so sure but that Congress would be acting quite wisely if it 
repealed the provisions of section 15a of the transportation act 
and adopted some such sort of mandate as is contained in this 
bill. I have not given enough consideration to the question to 
make that statement as an advised one, as a particularly intel
ligent or well-considered one, but I do think in its larger as
pects it presents a question which deserves very serious con
sideration. [Applause.] 

Mr. RAYBURN. 1\Ir. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. O'CoNNOR]. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee, each and every member of the Louisiana 
delegation has received the following telegram from the Louisi
ana Public Service Commission : 

BATON ROUGE, LA., March !, 1980. 

Hon. JAMES O'CONNOR, M. C., 
Wa.sltington, D. 0.: 

This commission is informed that H. R. 10202, commonly known as 
the Parker bus bill, will come up in the House for debate and action 
probably on March 4. In common with what we understand to be 
the unanimous conclusion of public-service commissions of the several 
States it is the belief of this commission that the provision tbat cases 
arising thereunder may come to joint boards created by the act only when 

two States are involved is entirely too narrow and restricted to permit 
of the effectual regulation of this fast-growing type of transportation · 
an? do.es not afford the States whose highways are being used an adequate 
V~lCe m the regulation thereof. We a·re informed that amendments 
Will be proposed from tbe floor by minority membership of Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce which wlll have the effect of 
broadening the scope of the joint-board provision and we urgently 
request that you give these amendments your favo~ble action. 

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE CoMMISSION, 

FRANCIS WILLIAMS• Ohai,rman. 

A~~r con~ulting with my colleagues from the State of 
Lomsiana Wit~ respect to this telegram, it seemed to us that 
the proper. actwn to take woulJ be to insert it in the RECoRD 
and m_ake It a part of these proceedings. The gentlemen who 
co~pnse that commission are, like the gentlemen who com
pnse all of the other State commissions, honorable, patriotic, 
and have t~e e~teem and affection of the people of the State 
~h?se. a_ffrurs m the field in which they are clothed with 
JUnsdiCtwn they try to regulate in accordance with the law of 
that State. In this connection it might not be amiss for me to 
say ~at I was disposed to vote against this bill when I first 
read It. I suppose I am like the fellow who " came to scoff 
and remained to pray." After having heard the distinguished 
ge~tleman ;from Alabama [Mr. HUDDLESTON], for whom I enter
tam the highest esteem, regard, and a very warm friendship, 
and the reply of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DENISON] 
~ came to the conclusion that there is a principle now involved 
m the contemporaneous construction of the measure and that in 
the. discussions which have revolved around this bill a principle 
which has been brought forcibly to the attention of the House 
and which transcends in importance all that may be in the bili 
as a regulatory measure. 

.I a~ not ~isposed to acquiesce, either inferentially or other
Wise, m the Idea or suggestion that unrestricted and unlimited 
~nd unres~rained competition should be made an accepted policy 
m the Uruted States of America, for the reason that I do not 
want it to apply to the toilers, the laboring people of his country 
or of any other country. The night was too long and too dark 
for them, and they have secured what they have secured fTom 
the. thoughtful people of this country in way of legislation, that 
which protects their afteryears of effort, struggle, and moil and 
toil. And I do not want by any act of mine to endanger what 
has been won at such a cost by denying the worth or the virtue 
of the great policy for which labor advocates have fought 
through the years. It should not be forgotten that Woodrow 
Wilson was the great exemplar of that policy of collective bar
gaining, which is the very soul of organized labor and the 
antithesis of that unrestricted competition which constantly 
seeks to defeat the purpose of unionism. That great forerunner 
of President Wilson, President Roosevelt, proclaimed it and in
sisted upon it as a policy that would make America great, strong, 
and powerful. Gladstone gave it his support. And I need 
hardly say that he will be regarded as one of the great states
men of all time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Louisiana 
has expired. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes more 
to the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana is recog
nized for three minutes more. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Leo XIII would have immor
talized himself by·his wisdom and writings on many other sub
jects, but his great work, the encyclical on the Condition of 
Labor, has secured for him a place in the niche of fame that 
time can not wither and no prejudice wane. And he gave his 
support to the policy of collective bargaining which is at eternal 
war with the destructive theory of free and unrestricted com
petition. When a proposition is so adroitly submitted as was 
submitted by my distinguished friend and our colleague from Ala
bama with a forensic force which could proceed from intellec
tual conviction only, I begin to apprehend that his conclusions 
concerning the advisability of unrestricted and unlimited com
petition which goes to the very heart of the legislation that we 
have built up in this country for many years may come to 
plague us if adopted as a new policy of the Congress. And I 
suggest at this time for the thoughtful consideration of the 
House the grave danger of setting the seal of our approval 
upon the theory of unlimited competition in the field of labor 
in the operatio?- of public utilities, such as gas, electric lights: 
telephones, I"a.J.lroads, and railways, Chain tares which 
threaten the very life of our country and which present a prob
lem th:~.t will h.ave to receive the attention of every State legis
lature m Amer1ca and be brought to this Congress for solution 
are a terrible example of the destruction that may be done t~ 
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millions of independent men- by the unrestricted competition of 
giant monster creations like the chain-store creation. Free and 
open competition may sound feelingly in the ears of those who 
are not by training accustomed to consider carefully the effect 
of appealing and seductive sentences that need strict analysis 
and construction and thoughtful consideration to expose their 
fallacy, all the more dangerous because uttered and proclaimed 
by ponest and sincere men who are striving to express economic 
and governmental truth. 

I am for regulation. The greatest ecclesiastical institution in 
the world has sustained itself through centuries by its ability to 
ascertain the ineradicable instincts and tendencies of humanity 
and then by wisely regulating and controlling them make them 
an asset instead of permitting them to grow and develop along 
distorted lines so as to become a curse to their unfortunate 
possessors and to mankind. And so should government en
deavor to find the natural tendencies of people and their insti
tutions and by wise regulatory measures and regulations make 
those tendencies an asset to the Nation instead of the terrible 
liability that uncontrolled inclinations may become. Legisla
tion should be the highest wisdom of a State, and legislation 
which will promote the unification of railways, highways, and 
waterways will m:ake for the advancement, the security, and the 
happiness of our country and fellow citizens. I am not meticu
lously concerned about the forms of securing the public welfare 
and the public convenience. I believe it was Pope who said : 

For forms of government let fools contest; 
Tha t which is best administered is best. 

That may not be a true statement when fundamentals are 
concerned, but in matters of detail it is common sense itself. 

Of course, if we can promote the public welfare and advance 
the interests of all concerned in transportation, let us do it 
through this bill and not resort to measures that might make it 
so impracticable in its operation as to defeat the very purpose 
we have in view. 

Before closing, Mr. Chairman, I can not but make reference 
to the splendid attitude of the trainmen and the workingmen 
of the railroads of this country who have given their approval 
and indorsement to this proposed legislation. 

Recognizing the growing needs of the people of the United 
States and their right to a comprehensive transportation system, 
these great workers on the trains that are such a factor in 
civilization have cried out their approval, though it is a meas
ure ostensibly to promote the interest of a rival transportation 
agency. I understand from my good friend Congressman JAMES 
MEAD, who . is one of them, that the railroad employees and 
workers are for this bill. Apparently there is an antagonistic 
interest, but realizing the public necessity, I repeat , and the 
need for a proper and adequate transportation system that will 
promote the national welfare and its glory these unselfish toilers 
of the railroads say" amen." To them all the country may say: 
"Well done, good and faithful servants." 

I repeat, " I came to scoff, but remained to pray." I will vote 
for the bill and hope it will pass. [Applause.] 

My friend Congressman SAM RAYBURN has told me that 
the suggestions of the Louisiana Public Service Commission 
were considered and were determined, as has been frequently 
stated on the :floor during this debate, to be absolutely im
practicable. It has been said several times yesterday and to
day, as if it were something fearful to contemplate, that the 
railroads will soon acquire the bus lines. I hope they do-it will 
make for economy of operation, for efficiency of operation, and 
make for a responsibility to citizens and communities in the 
way of satisfying damages for negligence and carelessness that 
bus lines can not give or render as a result of financial inability. 
And who can operate bus lines more safely than old railroad 
employees, with their training and experience? And I hope the 
day may not be far distant when railroads will be permitted 
and encouraged to operate water craft. Why not? If water
ways are, as their advocates contend, a more economical means 
of transportation, who can develop them and make them a 
national asset as well as the railroad companies? To say that 
the railroads would not operate water craft if it be more eco
nomical to do so than to run a train is to suggest that railroad 
executives should be in the insane asylum instead of managing 
great business enterprises. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LETrs]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman fl'Om Iowa is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. LETTS. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I quite 
thoroughly approve of the purposes of this bill. Indeed, it 
seems to me it is quite necessary that we should provide by 
legislation such control and supervision over these common car
riers as is necessary under the circumstances as we know them 

to-da~ Yet the bill is so good that I diSlike to see it made the 
vehicle of a purpose which is quite foreign to the objects of the 
bill and one which deserves the individual and collective care 
of the Members of the H ouse if we are to embark on the policies 
announced. 

I particularly call attention to subsection (e) of section 11 of 
the bill, found on page 20. The language found there provides : 

In any proceeding to determine the justness or reaSQnableness of any 
rate, fare, or charge of any such carrier, there shall not be taken into 
consideration or allowed, as evidence or elements of value of the prop
erty of such carrier, either good will, earning power, or the certificate 
under which such carrier is operating. 

I submit for the consideration of the Members of the House 
that this presents a matter which is not inherently involved in 
the problem before us and one which would embark this Nation 
upon a new course. I am sure that it lays down a policy with 
respect to motor busses which is not applied to any other com
mon carrier or to any public utility, or in other lines of business. 

This committee has jurisdiction of all carriers and of the 
utilities, and if they feel this is a wholesome doctrine they 
should start out with the railroads or some other utility where 
it would mean something, and not start out with motor busses. 

In my judgment we are treading upon dangerous ground when 
we attempt by legislation to say that the courts shall not be 
permitted to take into consideration all the elements of value 
which they have found, whether the issue be rates or something 
else. 

Our court decisions have been built upon human experience; 
the experience, the care, and the reasoning of the best legal 
minds for many generations . . Here, in a few moments time, 
without debate and without great concern, we would attempt, 
in a bill that is far removed from. that subject, to dispose of a 
very important matter, and thus embark upon a new policy, 
contrary to the form and spirit of our National Government. 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\fr. LETTS. I yield. 
Mr. DENISON. When the operators of motor busses want 

to do business upon the public highways they get a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity, and the Government gives 
that to them for nothing. It is a franchise. Does the gentle
man from Iowa think that in the fixing of rates to be charged 
the public for riding on their vehicles they should be allowed to 
place a valuation on that franchise for the purpose of raising 
the rates-valuation on a franchise which they receive absolutely 
free, such a gift carrying with it the splendid privilege of the 
use of the public highways? Does the gentleman think that 
they should be allowed to place a value on that franchise in 
order to raise their rates or to justify such rates? 

Mr. LETTS. I do think that if a franchise of that kind has 
value, we can not take it away by legislation. If a franchlse 
has value, if this certificate of public convenience and necessity 
has value, then why should not the courts deal with that ele
ment of value as they do with any other element of value? 

Mr. HOCH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LETTS. I yield. 
Mr. HOCH. It seems to me the gentleman from Iow)l con

fuses the question of values. The value of property for the 
purpose of sale is one thing. There is no attempt to interfere 
with that. We are talking about property value as a basis 
upon which earnings shall be required. That is an entirely 
different proposition. For instance, take the question of earning 
power, which is also excluded here: If this carrier is given a 
large earning power by virtue of the generous patronage of the 
public, and we are then compelled to capitalize that earning 
power, we have forced the public to pay for patronizing the 
carrier, and the more the public patronizes the carrier and the 
more earning power it has, the more the property value has 
increased, and we have compelled the public to pay an earning 
upon that property value. 

Mr. LETTS. Does not the gentleman know that in almost 
every case where franchises have been granted, it has been for 
the purpose of encouraging men with financial ability and vision 
to render a service which the public demands? 

Mr. HOCH. Certainly. But why should the public then be 
compelled to pay on a capital valuation for that thing which 
the public has granted to the carrier? The gentleman refers 
to the railroads and suggests, ""\Vhy do we not do this with 
the railroads?" We have done this with the railroads, and 
the transportation act provides that the return shall be based 
upon the aggregate value of the railway property held and used 
in the service of transportation. No propert y value is given 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission now to any franchise 
right or any easement right or any earning capacity. It is 
based solely upon the value of the property used in the trans
portation service. 
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Mr. LETTS. Does not the gentleman speak of the guaranty 

that we give to the railro~ds as to earnings? And is that not 
quite different from what we are talking about here, where 
definite restrictions are proposed? 

Mr. HOCH. That is the purpose of this, that if in determin
ing a rate on the question of whether a fair return has been 
made upon the rate base for rate-making purposes in the case 
of the transportation act the rate base does not include any ele-. 
ment of franchise value or earning capacity or good will. 

I do not always agree with the commission as to the particu
lar property valuations that they give on_ the physical property. 
I am not attempting to defend the findings that are made as to 
property values. I aill only calling attention to the fact that in 
the transportation act and in the regulation of railroads there 
is not included in the rate base any franchise value. 

Mr. LETTS. All I can say in reply to the gentleman from 
Kansas is that I imagine he confuses the obligation which we 
have placed upon ourselves, to see that the railroads earn a 
stated per cent on the rate base, with the provision that we 
have here, which excludes from all consideration this element 
of value. 

I would like to ask the gentleman from Kansas and the gen
tleman from Illinois if a franchise be taxed by a State or by a 
municipality, should it then l?e excluded as an element of value 
in establishing the rate base? 

Mr. DENISON. I do not think it is taxed. 
Mr. LETTS. I put that question to the gentlemen, because 

I have in my mind the great furor that arose about this matter 
and becau e of the debate which recently occurred in another 
body of this Congress with respect to the confirmation of a very 
high official of the Government. In the case tliat was there so 
freely debated, United Railways against West, the Baltimore 
rate case, Justice Brandeis in his dissenting opinion, which is 
the basis for all of the debate that I have referred to, states 
the fact that the easements in the streets of Baltimore were 
taxed. 

Mr. DENISON. I think the gentleman will find, if he will 
read that case, as was referred to by the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. LINTHICUM], that the franchise in that case carried 
with it certain rights which did have a material and physical 
value, but, generally speaking, over the country, you will find 
that franchises are not taxed. But, let me say to the gentle
man from Iowa, that when I drafted a general bridge bill dur
ing the last Congress, before this late discussion over the ap
pointment of a Supreme Court justice arose, I placed a pro
vision in that general bridge bill exactly similar to this ; and 
in all of the bridge bills which we have passed in the last three 
or four years, where there is a recapture clause provided, we 
have provided in them that in fixing the value there shall not 
be taken into consideration earning power, going value, or 
prospective profits, and so forth. That has been in all of the 
privately owned bridge bills that have been passed by the Con
gress in the last four or five years. 

Mr. LETTS. There is a distinction in that case, and the 
gentleman from Illinois has stated it. It lies in the fact that 
we have reserved the right of recapture. 

Mr. ;BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LETTS. I yield. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Is this not also true, that regardless of 

what may be said for or against the majority or minority deci
sion in the Baltimore case, that in that case there was a specific 
easement and, as the gentleman has already suggested, an ease
ment which was taxed by the State authorities of the State of 
Maryland, and does not that present a totally different situation 
from that which exists under this legislation, where a bus 
operator will simply use a highway _that has been provided by 
the public for the general use of the public, and where we go on 
further and say that the operator obtains no proprietary interest 
in the highway as such, because he may obtain a certificate of 
convenience and necessity. Under such conditions is there not a 
much greater reason for such a provision as we have inserted 
here, that no right shall be given to the holder of the certificate 
to obtain a return upon any alleged value of the certificate itself, 
and which amounts simply to a license or franchise to conduct 
this business, . and for which he has paid nothing either directly 
or indirectly. 

Mr. LETTS. My particular concern about this matter is that 
it is an assault upon the principle that the three coordinate 
branches of our Government should be independent. The Exec
utive has, and the legislative branches of the Government have 
in times past asked the Supreme Court to give advisory opinions, 
to analyze foreign treaties, and matters of that kind; but the 
Supreme Court has always kept its hands off, saying that there 
must be no interference with the rights or powers that belong 
to other departments of government. Yet here we are attempt-

ing to say to the Supreme Court, which is one of the guardians 
of our liberties, that we propose to say how it must function. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
again expired. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. LETTS. We are attempting to say how the courts must 
function in order to meet the will of the Members of Congr~ss, 
whereas the issues before the courts are the human and prop
erty rights of persons, whether individual or corporate, who 
have their affairs before the court. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. LETTS. Yes. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Primarily this provision is one that is 

binding upon the Interstate Commerce Commission and upon the 
examiners and joint boards, and will not the gentleman agree 
that the commission and the joint boards are agencies of Con
gress rather than a coordinate branch of the Government! 

Mr. LETTS. However, it is an unwarranted interference in 
the free exercise of the functions of the courts. It provides 
that evidence shall not be introduced to show this element of 
value, and that no value shall be allowed for a franchise or 
good will in determining the rate base. I have faith in the 
courts. Our courts will take into account all proper elements 
of value in finding a rate base, whether it is physical property 
or whether it be intangible. It seems to me that is exactly 
what ought to be done, and certainly we believe in that great 
constitutional provision which provides that no individual shall 
be deprived of his property without due process of law. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield again? 
Mr. LETTS. Yes. 
Mr. BURTNESS. How much value would the gentleman give, 

for rate-making purposes, to a certificate of convenience and 
necessity granted to a bus operl';\tor to run his busses over a 
highway furnished by the people? 

Mr. LETTS. That is not the issue. I do not know that I 
would place any value on it, but if there is any value it should 
be considered. Would the gentleman say that it would be 
proper to say by legislative enactment that the street cars of a 
street-car company shall not be assessed ·for the purpose of 
finding the value upon which to base rates? 

Mr. BURTNESS. We have not said that the busses of a bus 
company shall not be included for rate-making purposes. 

Mr. LETTS. But suppose, instead of excluding an intangible 
value you exclude a physical value, would the gentleman then 
contend as he does now! 

Mr. BURTNESS. Of course we would not contend that any 
physical property used in the conduct of the business should be 
eliminated for rate-making purposes, and no one has ever so 
suggested. 

Mr. LETTS. But the courts will not grant a rate upon the 
assumption that there is a value; they must first find that there 
is value and appraise it. 

Mr. BURTNESS. How can the gentleman assume a situation 
where there would actually be any value to a franchise of the 
sort that is involved in this legislation? 

Mr. LETTS. Why can a public-service corporation go to a 
bank and borrow money? It is not only because of itg physical 
assets and its intangible values but because of the franchise 
which permits it to do bll8iness upon the streets and to make an 
earning upon its capital. Take away the element of the fran
chise value and no company could borrow money from a bank. -

Mr. BURTNESS. Does the gentleman contend that this pro
vision in this bill will injure the company in that respect and 
in any way affect its permanency as a going concern when it 
comes to the> question of using its credit or any purpose of that 
sort? 

Is there not a great difference between the value of a certifi
cate of convenience and necessity for that sort of a purpose, for 
the purpose of establishing its credit with people with which 
it does business, or even for the purpose of establishing a price 
at which the entire business may be sold to some one else? Is 
there not a great deal of difference between those aspects of the 
case and the aspect which deals solely with what the public 
shall pay for the service rendered by a public utility? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
again expired. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five 
additional minutes. 

Mr. LETTS. I hear the gentleman then say that he would 
have value recognized for certain purposes, but when it comes 
to fixing the rate which passengers are to pay he would exclude 
it from consideration. That is just the point I am making, and 
the gentleman has admitted my contention. He would recog
nize that the franchise has value for sale purposes or as security 
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for a loan but would fly in the face of the fourteenth amend
ment when it comes to making rates. 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman from Iowa yield? 
Mr. LETTS. Yes. 
Mr. DENISON. The franchise which has to be obtained be

fore a person can operate busses at a profit on the highways is 
a gratuity which the sovereign or the Government gives to him. 
Does not the gentleman think that when the Government gives 
a franchise to operate a business on a public highway that in 
making the grant it can attach to it a condition that for the 
purpose of fixing rates the licensee or grantee shall not place 
any value upon the franchise being granted? 

Mr. LETTS. I fear the gentleman is making it a legal 
proposition, but I am questioning the wisdom of it. We are 
applying a different rule to this kind of a common carrier than 
we do to others. 

Mr. DENISON. And I call the gentleman's attention to the 
further provision that when a person applies fo.r a certificate 
to do business-

Ur. LETTS. He has got to surrender this contention. 
Mr. DENISON. He has to agree to this provision in the bill. 
Mr. LETTS. I understand that, but why should any Ameri-

can citizen to attain a franchise, be required to consent that 
his property has no value. 

Let us turn from the consideration of rranchise value to the 
element of good will in business. · 

Good will is that- benefit which arises from the local position 
or general reputation of a particular establishment for fair deal
ing, skill, affiuence, or punctuality, and peculiar to that particu
lar e tablishment. 

Clearly it is an asset, an intangible asset, and a productive 
one. It is that something which enables one individual with a 
reputation for skill and honesty to borrow ; whereas another 
perhaps equally skillful and hone!:lt is refused. In short, it is 
the value, the benefit derived from a good reputation. As all 
businesses operate for profit, that benefit will be reflected in net 
income. 

Webster defines good will as being-
the advantage_ in trade which a business has beyond the mere value 
of what it sells. 

Competition is a vital factor in determining whether or not the 
element of good will exists. 

In the absence of competition, it is apparent that no value for 
good will should be included in invested capital. In such cases 
income may be attributed solely to commodities sold. Necessity 
may compel its use to the exclusion of all others and no other 
commodity may satisfy the economic desires of the customers. 

Where monopoly exists, little consideration, if any, can be 
given to the skjll or reputation of the corporate entity. 

Good will, once established, is not easily destroyed. Tempo
l;ary financial distress alone is generally insufficient. It is often 
during such periods of adversity that the value of good will 
asserts itself, just as the reputation of an individual is often 
the factor enabling him to overcome misfortune. The good 
character of one accused of crime may be, and often is the 
best, if not the only, evidence· by which he may defend h~self. 

Good will may be intangible, but nevertheless it is very real 
and has value. That value is difficult of ascertainment does 
not refute the idea of value, but only increases the problem 
of dealing with it. 

The value of good will in business has long been recognized. 
Formulas have been universally resorted to by which good will 
is appraised. For income-tax purposes value is attributed to 
good will based on the capitalization of earnings not in excess 
of a fair return on the tangibles. 

As applied to the value of corporate stocks, it is common 
knowledge that the price at which stock is sold is generally 
indicative, not only of the earning power of the stock, but also 
of the reputation of the concern itself. 

The substance in part of my remarks concerning good will 
and some of my language on that subject is found in an article 
on good will as an element of value in admjnistering the income 
tax law. I am not informed who wrote the article and can 
not give credit where credit is due. 

You are setting up a common carrier in competition with 
other bus drivers, with the railroad that runs along the side of 
the road, and with the interurban. Is it not conceivable that 
a bus driver, because of his skill, because of his care, because 
of his punctuality, because of his fair dealing with the public, 
will get the trade on his line to the disadvantage of his competi
tors? Is not that good will worth something to him? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired. 

ML·. RAYBURN. I yield the gentleman two mo~e minutes. 

Mr. LETI'S. It seems to me quite plain that where there is 
monopoly there can be no good will. There can be no good 
will value with monopoly, because whether you like the concern 
or not you may be required to ride on their busses or on their 
streets cars; but where there is competition, you make your 
choice and you make your choice because a particular driver 
has treated the public fairly and has won its esteem. In such 
a case there is good will, and it has a value. 

Mr. DENISON. Of course, the gentleman will see at a glance 
that we could not make one rule applicable to one carrier and a 
different rule applicable to another. That is the answer to the 
gentleman's question. There will be cases, under the applica
tion of this law, where there will be monopolies, well regulated, 
and we could not make . one rule for them and a different rule 
for others. 

Mr. LETTS. There would be no purpose in taking away 
good will from a carrier that has a monopoly, for there is no 
good will in such cases. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LETTS. I yield. 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Could not a bus line build up 

a better good will over a good highway than over a poor one? 
Mr. LETTS. Why, of course. 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Would not the State and the 

Nation in helping to build up a good highway, help to build 
up the good, will of the bus line and then the public . be forced 
to pay a higher rate, because of the good will which it had 
helped to build up? 

Mr. LETTS. Good will can only be acquired in competition 
with other carriers where the conditions and circumstances are 
alike for each of them. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. But you have the Government 
building up the carriers' good will for them and then the people 
paying additional or increased fares. 

Mr. LETTS. Incident to the matters which I have discussed, 
I may call attention to the fact that, on January 28, 1930, the 
Legislature of the State of New York, because of a situation 
with respect to telephone rates of the New York Telephone Co., 
passed a resolution memorializing Congress to enact legislation 
which will prevent action by the Federal courts in all cases in 
respect to public utilities in which local judicial authorities and 
local regulatory agencies are empowered to prevent the abuse 
of exorbitant or confiscatory rates by a local utility company 
until the highest court of the State has passed thereon. 

Anticipating the suggestion contained in such resolution the 
gentleman from New York [l'vlr. LAGUARDIA], in April, 1929, 
introduced in the Seventy-first Congress, finst session, H. R. 132 
and H. R. 135; the gentleman from New York [Mr. DICKSTEIN] 
introduced in the Seventy-first Congress, second session, H. R. 
9712, H. R. 9185, and H. R. 9225; the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. O'CoNNELL] introduced in the Seventy-first Congress, first 
session, H. R. 161; the gentleman from New York [1\fr. CULLEN] 
introduced H. R. 9484 in the Seventy-first Congress, second 
session; and the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. BACHARACH] 
introduced H. R. 9330 in the Seventy-first Congress, second 
session. 

All of these bills, or most of them, seek to amend the Judicial 
Code, limiting the jurisdiction of the district courts of the 
United States over suits brought by or against public-utility 
corporations. 

All such legislative effort is directed to the purpose of destroy
ing the independence of the judicial branch of the Government. 
It indicates a lack of confidence in that branch of the Govern
ment which facts do not justify. If it is proposed to legislate 
to that end, the legislative issue should be fairly and squarely 
presented to the Congress of the United States and it ought not 
to be found as a stray paragraph in a bill which has for its 
main purpose something quite foreign to this constitutional con
sideration. It is my purpose when the bill is read for amend
ment to present an amendm.ent which will strike out the sub
section of which I have complained. Let tl;le committee bring 
out a bill to make the principle here advanced one for general 
application. It will challenge the best thought of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. T:qe time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

1\fr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. GLOVE&]. 

Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gentlemen of the 
House, I have given this bill a careful study which if enacted 
into law will put bus lines or busses doing an interstate busi
ness of carrying passengers under the control of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission and giving the commission the power to 
prescribe rules and regulations governing them, and the power 
of saying who shall and who shall not be authorized to do this 
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character of business, and it is my conclusion that the bill 
should not be passed, but that it should be defeated. 

A careful study of this bill will convinCB anyone, it seems to 
me, that it is not a bill--demanded by the traveling public, but 
it is a bill sponsored by the big bus lines and is for the pur
pose of cutting out any competition against them and building 
up a monopoly for them. 

The States have gone to a heavy expense to build up fine 
roads in the States. In many of the States the property of the 
landowners and their homes have been bonded with a first
mortgage lien against them for the building of these great high
ways by a legislative enactment, and in many cases against their 
will, and in these acts passed there has been a legislative decla
ration that the lands would be bettered to an extent greater 
than the tax placed on them, and the supreme courts of the 
various States have sustained the acts by reason 9f this legisla
tive declaration. 

It was believed by the landowners that if their lands were to 
be taxed in this way to build highways, that the laws of the 
State- where the lands were situated and taxed would exercise 
control over the highways and that they would be protected by 
their State laws, but now before the bonds are half paid out you 
come with this bill in case the line extends over a State line and 
give the full power of control over to the Federal Government, 
and take it away from the States. 

The large bus lines are now principally owned by the railroad 
companies, and all of them will be OWJ:!.ed by them if this bill 
passes. They have taken off many of their local trains and are 
using bus lines instead, and they now come and want you to 
give them a monopoly on it so as not to have any interference. 
or competition by perchance some one of the landowners who 
has his farm mortgaged to help build the road and wants to 
operate a bus line, to help pay his taxes. 

What was the attitude of the railroad corporations when they 
were building these highways? You know that many of them 
went into the court just as they did in my State and resisted 
the payment of taxes on their property to build roads and made 
the argument that the building of the roads paralleling their 
roads would be an injury to their business instead of being a 
benefit to it. In many cases they escaped taxation and in all 
c-ases they had it reduced to the lowest possible figure. Now, 
since the highways are built they want to discard their local 
trains and take charge of the passenger traffic on these same 
highways and that, too, before the bonded debt on the farmers' 
property is half paid off. Do you think that is right or fair? 
I .do not, and I will not lend my support to such a bill. 

These railroads are operating their bus lines now under 
States law and the laws of each State they run through decide 
their rights upon the highways, and it should forever be kept 
under this control. If this bill passes, if they run 10 feet out 
of one State into another they are taken out of the control of 
the States and they are licensed and controlled by the laws 
made by the Interstate Commerce Commission, or will be made 
by them if this bill passes. .Do you know the kind of regula
tions they will make for the government of these lines? No, 
you do not know and you will not know until they make them, 
and then change them at their will. 

I am sick and tired of commission government and government 
by bureaus. If you go now to try to find out what the law is 
in some department and inquire of the Department of Justice, 
you have to wait until that department can confer with some 
bureau or commission to find out what law they have made to 
govern it. This will soon be a bureaucratic Government unless 
this practice is stopped, and it is almost that now. 

If these bus lines need regulation by Congress, why not pass 
a law prescribing what they shall and shall not do if engaged 
in interstate commerce, and not pass a law turning the whole 
thing over to a commission to fix and prescribe the law to govern 
them? 

I say you do not need to do but one thing and that is let it 
alone and let the States make their own regulation and control 
their own highways that they have built with their own money, 
that many of their homes are mortgaged for to-day. - I shall 
not vote to take this right away from the people of my State. 
I have confidence in my State and all the States in this Union, 
that they will be just and fair in dealing with this situation 
as they have been in all things in the past. 

In this act you are going to double the cost of one of the 
costliest commissions that has beeri created, the Interstate Com
merce Commission. You voted here a few days ago an appro
priation to this commission, the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion, the sum of more than $8,000,000. This bill authorizes an 
appropriation of just as much as they · find ".-ill be needed to 
carry out this act, with no limit to it. I shall not be surprised 
if -the cost of the enforcement of this act · is not almost :as great 

in a few years as the present cost of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission if this bill passes. You fellows that have been 
criticising the President for appointing so many commissions
and I think the crit:cism is well founded-will likely be met 
by this statement from him, that when one is created you keep 
enlarging its powers. 

If this bill is passed you will find that the corporations op
erating the bus lines will be incorporated in some other State 
than the one they are operating in, and if one of you Congress
men should get killed by the negligence of the operator of one 
of the busses and your wife or estate should happen to think 
that your life was worth more than $3,000, she would not be 
permitted to try her case in the State court, but her case would 
be tTansferred to the Federal court for trial, because it would 
be a foreign corporation, engaged in interstate commerce. 

Are you willing to say that your State courts are not capable 
of handling them and cede this power to the Federal Govern
ment! I am not. The E'ederal courts are now overburdened 
with cases and we are having to create more judges and more 
court districts and create more court costs to relieve them, and 
in this act you would place an additional burden on them. 
· I say let them incorporate in the State, get their right to use 

the highway from the .Stat.e that built the roads and be subject 
to State regulation, and you will get much better service and 
preserve your State rights. · 

Tl1e law of the United States permits the running of inter:. 
state trains over our highway where the road crosses their 
tracks, and no State law can prevent it, because they are en
gaged in interstate commerce and interstate passenger service, 
and the courts have held that they have this right. 

Many of the big b1;1s lines are not now as- considerate as they 
should be for the rights of other persons using the highways. If 
you have them under the control of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission and engaging in interstate business, many of them 
will monopolize the highways that the people have built for 
their own use. You will not have the protection under this pro
posed law as you now have. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission will fix the fare to be 
charged and will do it as they have the freight rates, fix a defi
nite charge to be made and provide a penalty to· severely punish 
them if they should charge a higher or a lower rate than that 
fixed by this commission. By this act they would destroy com
petition ·in rates and the public will be at the mercy of another 
monopoly. -

If this power is given this commission, as is provided for in 
this bill, there will be no competitive lines, as only one permit 
will be given to operate over a certain line of road that the 
State has built and will cut out competition. · · 

You say they want to build up long lines for the operation of 
busses. If they desire to do that, let them incorporate in each 
State they operate in and subject themselves to the State law, 
and connect their State lines in this way. 

If this bill should pass, the next Congress will be asked to 
amend the law and give them the exclusive right to handle 
interstate freight over the highways built by the States, with 
the taxpayers' money. I appeal to you who have been standing 
here and contending for State rights. Here is a time when 
you can assert your belief in State rights, by casting a ballot 
against this, another encroachment on this sacred privilege. 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GLOVER. I yield. 
Mr. DENISON. Why does the gentleman say that the Inter

state Commerce Commission will do that when they never did 
it to the railroad? 

Mr. GLOVER. I will say to the gentleman that I have had a 
great deal of experience in the practice of law with the Inter
state Commerce Commission. It has been stated that in a very 
short time they would be back here asking for the control of 
interstate freight. Now, what did they do to the South? 'l'hey 
practically ruined the South by fixing the rate that was ab o
lutely prohibitive. We had some protection down there, we 
had rates fixed. Now they are fixed by the Interstate Com
merce Commission, and the railroads and the express companies 
can not fix them. No one except the Interstate Commerce Com
mission can lower them or raise them. 

l\Ir. DENISON. And that is done under the b·ansportation 
act of 1920. This bill does not contain any of those provisions. 
This is done under the old interstate commerce act. 

Mr. GLOVER. I know what the bill does, and I do not want 
the gentleman to take up my time. 

Here is what is intended by this, and they want legal author
ity to do it. The railroad companies have taken over the bus 
lines that follow the lines of their railroads. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield again? 
Mr. GLOVER. I yield. 
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Mr. BURTNESS. Does not the gentleman think that- sec- t In subdivis.on (a) of section 3 of this bill it is provided 

tion 14 under the oniginal bill sufficiently safeguards the rights that the commissioner and the members and examiners thereof 
of the S.tate? and joint boards shall have the power to administer oaths and 

Mr. GLOVER. I think it is a very fine provision and I hope require by subpcena the attendance and testimony of witnesses 
it will be written into the bill. and production of books and papers, tariffs, contracts, agree-

Mr. BURTNESS. Does the gentleman think that the Inter- ments, and documents, and to take testimony by depositions, 
state Commerce Commission ought to be abolished? relating to any matter under investigation as though such 

Mr. GLOVER. I would vote to-morrow to abolish the Inter- matters arose under the interstate commerce aGt as amended 
state Commerce Commission, and I would stay here all summer and supplemented. 
to have the rates fixed by Congress, as ought to be done. The application to the commission in this bill is designed as 

Mr. BURTNESS. The gentleman feels that Congress ought follows: 
to legislate and determine what the rates should be? Application for certificates of public convenience and necessity. 

Mr. GLOVER. I absolutely do, and I pelieve that when Con-
gress delegates authority to a bureau or collllliission to do that It ought to have gone further and said "application for cer-
thing you are going far afield. tificate of public convenience and necessity for mergers of big 

There will be a great revenue from the privilege this bill gives bus lines hereafter to be formed and created." 
and which will be given in many instances to foreign corpora- Section 4 of this bill provides t\lat no corporation or person 
tions and sent out of the State to the great money centers, sl1aU operate as a common carrier by motor vehicle in interstate 
which ought to be left in the State and given to its citizens to or foreign commerce on any public highway unle s there is in 
build .homes, and to support churches and schools. We are told force with respect to such carrier a certificate of public con
that there are now in the United States over 5,000,000 children venience and necessity authorizing such operation. 
under 10 years of age that can neither read nor write. Why Section 5 provides, under subdivision (b), that the big boys 
this condition? It is · easily answered. The great wealth of now in business may continue on and within 45· days shall 
many States has been gathered in by the monopolies and trusts answer a little questionnaire, and of course will be authorized 
which should have been left in the States to build them up and to continue and to merge and to monopolize as he has not been 
support their schools and churches and community enterprises. permitted to do heretofore. 

Let us now examine this bill by sections and see what it does. Subdivision (d) under section 5 is certainly a very remark-
In the definition of terms the word "commission " is defined to able statement, and reads as follows: 
mean the Interstate Commerce Commission. They have so No certificate of public convenience and necessity issued under this 
many commissions the big bus men wanted to be sure that there act shall be construed as conferring any proprietary or exclusive rights 
was no mistake about them getting under the wing of the all- in the public highways. 
powerful Interstate Commerce Commission. I guess they mean by this that the public will be permitted to 

In defining what they mean by "public highway " it is de- pass one of these big busses without violating the law if he can 
fined as to include public roads, highways, streets, and ways in do so. But the whole of this act is contradictory of this sub
any State. I presume that when they put in this definition the division, because when he gets the permit it is exclusive to him 
word" ways" they wanted to be sure they could travel all roads, and does vest him with certain rights that is not given to any 
streets, alleys, and byways without interference from anyone. one else who is denied this certificate of public convenience and 

Section 1, subdivision (b), states in this act that- necessity. 
Taxicabs or other motor vehicles performing a similar service having Section 9 provides that corporate consolidation or merger of 

a capacity of not more than six passengers and not operated on a two or more corporations, at least one of which is a common 
regular route or between fixed termini- carrier by motor vehicle, and l!ny acquisition of control of any 

common carrier by motor vehicle, shall be invalid and unlawful 
are excluded from the provisions under this act. Well, why unless approved and authorized as hereinafter provided. 
not? But they are not permitted to operate on a regular route Under this provision one man having a right to operate on a 
given to some one else and between fixed points. permit from an Interstate Commerce Commission could not sell 
. Section 2, in defining the powers of the commission, states out or combine with anybody else unless authorized by the 
that it is- Interstate Commerce Commission. That is going some, is it 

To supervise and regulate common carriers by motor vehicle as pro- not? 
vided in this act, and to that end the commission may establish reason- One of the most vicious provisions of this bill, as I see it, and 
able requirements with respect to continuous and adequate service at it has many that are vicious, is under section 9, subdivision (b), 
just and reasonable rates, a uniform system of accounts and reports, and it reads as follows : 
qualifications, and maximum hours of service of employees, Sa.fety of 
operation and equipment, comfort of passengers, and pick-up and de
livery points, . whether on regular routes or within defined localities or 
districts. 

In short, it gives the Interstate Commerce Commission abso
lutely unlimited power to make such rules and regulations as 
they see fit and to cut out competition at their will. 

Under section 3, of this act any particular matter or class of 
matter arising under the administration of this act may by the 
commission be referred to hearing to any member or examiner 
approved by the commission. So, hearings in these matters will 
not be before the entire commission, but will be before a single 
man who may hear the complaints and pass on them. 

Subdivision (b) of section 3 says hearings by any member 
or examiner upon any matter refelTed to him may be heard at 
any point in the United States where the commissioner may 
direct, and may be at different places. 

If some man down in tbe State of Arkansas should violate 
any of the rules, orders, or regulations that will be made by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, his investigation may be con
ducted out of his own State and at some other point in the 
United States that will be exceedingly expensive to him and 
many injustices will be suffered and wrongs done because of 
this provision. 

Each subsection under section 3 is exceedingly objectionable. 
But the venom and poison is largely centered in this section. 
This apparently shows that the effect of the bill will be to favor 
large bus linei and to exclude any competition. This section 
and the other sections following it set out a provision for 
mergers and combines on the part of these big bus lines so as 
to absolutely cut out any competition whatever and give them 
a monopoly on the passenger-service bu§.iness when it passes 
out of ,one State into another. 

Any such CQrporation or person, and any corporation or person to 
whom a certificate of public convenience and necessity is issued or 
transferred under this act, shall be relieved from the operation of the 
antitrust laws, as designated in section 1 of the act entitled "An act 
to supplement existing laws against unlawful restraints and monopo
lies, and for other purposes," approved October 15, 1914, and from all 
other restraints and prohibitions of Federal or State law in so far 
as may be necessary to enable such corporation or person to carry into 
effect the consolidation, merger, or acquisition as approved and to con
duct the operations authorized by the certificate. 

Not only our State laws under this provision governing anti
trust agreements and punishing combines and trusts are denied 
the right of enforcement by this act but the act goes further 
than that and provides that the law that prevents the unlawful 
restraints and monopolies approved October 15, 1914, and from 
all other restraints ~nd prohibitions of Federal or State law is 
set at naught under this bill. 

Section 10 of the bill is not clear as to what it means. It 
provides for the filing of a surety bond, or policies of insur
ance, or other securities or agreements in such form and ade
quate amount and conditioned as the commission may require 
for the payment within limits of liability fixed by the commis
sion of any final judgment recovered against such motor car
rier on account of death or injury to persons. If it means to 
fix the amount that can be recovered for , death, it is wrong, 
because every case should stand on its own merits. There will 
likely be nothing back of them to protect one who is killed, so 
any way you take it you are permitting them to fix the only 
amount that can be recovered and that will be the amount fixed 
in the bond. · · 

Under subdivision (b), section 11, of this bill, it destroys 
competition by saying that no such carrier shall charge or de
Jll!!nd or collect or !:eceive a · greater or less OI different com-
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pensation for the transportation of persons, or for any service 
in connection therewith, between the points named in such 
tariffs, than the rates, fares, or charges specified by the tariffs 
in effect at the time. 

In other words, the Interstate Commerce Commission, under 
this provision and authorization, will make a rule and regula
tion like they have done in respect to freight rates, that a 
certain rate shall be charged for carrying the different char
acter of freight from a point in ohe State to a given point in 
another, and no competing line of railroad is allowed to charge 
a greater or a less freight rate than that fixed by the commis
sion, an.d if he does charge it he is brought in before the Inter
state Commerce Commission and severely punished and denied 
the right to do business which competes with one of their com
mission-made laws. 

Under subdivision (d) of this same section it is said that the 
charges shall be just and reasonable. But when they deter
mine what is .just and reasonable the public is not taken into 
account, but it is the showing made by the bus lines themselves, 
ana they can always find an excuse for a high rate to be 
charged. 

Section 13 of the act provides for a penalty of $100 for the 
first violation of any of these commission-made rules and regu
lations and $500 for any subsequent violation made of it. 

If there is a violation lmder section 13 of any of the rules 
and regulations made by the commission, the exclusive jurisdic
tion is given to the United States district court to hear and 
determine all questions which take the jurisdiction away from 
the States. 

The most important section of this bill is section 16, which 
gives the right to repeal this act if it should be passed. 

I hope the Members of this Congress will not pass this bill. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Does the gentleman think these operators 

as common carriers should be permitted to discriminate be
tween the members of the public and charge different rates to 
different people? 

:Mr. GLOVER. I do not think one carrier ought to charge 
one man more than another, but if some man is operating over 
the same route and can do it for less, be should be permitted to 
do ·it, just as the gentleman, if somebody wanted to eharge 
him $5 for a meal and he could get one as good for a dollar, 
would go and get the dollar meal. 

Mr. BURTNESS. There is nothing in this bill to prevent a 
company from doing that. 

Mr. GLOVER. I say there is. 
Mr. BURTNESS. All you have to do is to file a tariff. 
l\fr. GLOVER. But when you have a bus line that operates 

in interstate commerce they will not allow you to operate an
other over the same line in competition, with less fares than are 
fixed in this tariff of rates, because it would be an interference 
with interstate commerce; and they would hale you into the 
Federal courts, and there you would be stopped. 

l\Ir. BURTNESS. Does the gentleman argue seriously that 
if a bus carrier having a certificate takes the position that it 
is able to do business for a lower rate, and proves that fact to 
the commission, proves that it can do business for a lower rate 
than its competitOI', that the commission will not permit it to 
put the lower rate into effect? 

1\Ir. GLOVElR. That is an argument that I do not want to 
get into, and I do not want to answer that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas 
bas expired. 

l\Ir PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentlem·an from Maryland [Mr. CLARK]. 

Mr. CLARK of l\Iaryland. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentle
men of the committee, we are here considering a bill which in 
its main provi ions would put interstate motor-bus carriers 
under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission; 
compel such carriers to secm·e certificates of convenience and 
necessity before beginning operations; authorize transfer of such 
certificates; give preference to those in operation January l, 
1930 ; require surety bonds protecting the public against property 
damage and per on injuries; permit consolidations and mergers 
with competing railroads; and limit such carriers to just and 
reasonable charges. The bill nowhere defines or designates the 
basis of just and reasonable charges, and makes no provision 
for supervision or control of capital issues, without which rate 
regulation is a mere gesture. 

I regret that I can not follow the majority report of the 
committee on this bill. My nonconformity or disagreement 
with the majority of the committee is a matter of conviction 
growing out .of some experience on this general subject. 

I am opposed to the delegation by Congress, or any other 
legislative body, of its regulatory powers to effect r~sults which 
can be obtained by direct legislative enactment. 

The things which have brought the utility administrative 
commissions and boards into existence are conspicuously absent 
in the interstate motor-bus business--namely, rates, charges, 
valuation, and related questions, requiring constantly recurring 
investigations and checkings, which the legislative bodies are 
unable to make. The legi lative body determines or declares tbe 
rule of law as to rates, charges, and service, and then delegates 
to the administrative commi sions or boards the fact-finding 
and law-applying authority. 

But in the interstate motor-bus business the que tion of rates 
charges, and services have not yet become a matter of publi~ 
concern and complaint, and probably never will so long as 
monopoly can be avoided, or competition can be continued. 

It was unfair, unduly discriminatory, and preferential rail
road rates and services that in 1887 brought the Interstate 
Commerce Commission into being ; and the necessity of the 
State utility regulation as to rate charges and services, which 
in 1907 brought into existence the first State utility commission, 
and such commissions are now found in every State except, I 
think, Delaware. The committee hearing. developed-and the 
committee now admits-that n.o such questions are important 
in this bill, as they are not arising. Then why deleo-ate their 
regulation and require an army of rate clerks to handle thou
sands of changing rate schedule ? Is it not to give the bill a 
good or reasonable face and thus to escape the charges of 
absurdity or perhaps design? 

After the Buck and Bush cases of 1925 the States quickly 
adjusted themselves to these decisions, and by the exercise of 
their police powers have met every need of interstate bus 
regulation, except only two that are of any importance, that is, 
the issuance of certificates of convenience and ne<:e sity, and 
surety bonds assuring compensation for personal injuries and 
property losses or damages, resulting from negligence. These 
two needs can be met by direct congre sional enactment. No 
delegation of regulatory power is needed. This bill bould be 
recommitted, with directions that such a bill be reported
directory and not regulatory. 

Another striking feature of this bill is that it clearly dele
gates the determination of an important policy. It gives to 
the commission the power to say whether the rail carrier can 
merge or consolidate with, or acquire control of, a comp{:'ting' 
interstate motor-bus carrier. This is not a matter of regula
tion, but of legislative poliey. Why can not Congress meet 
its responsibility and determine whether such competition is 
to be preserved? Twelve years ago rail carriers were com
pelled to divest themselves of all interest in competing water 
carriers. This was then declared as a policy. Shall that 
policy now be reversed as to competing motor-bus carriers? 
If so, let us say so in so many words and not delegate this 
legislative power of determining policy to a commi ion. L 
question its constitutionality. This bill says the commission 
may wipe out such competition, if public convenience or nec.cs·. 
sity requires it. Why should we, the elected representatives 
of the people, delegate to any hand-picked commission of a 
few men the responsibility of determining what is neces ary 
for the public? What were we sent here for? Already have 
we too much Government now by appointed boards feeling 
no responsibility to the public, and yet presuming to decide 
what is necessary for the people. 

It is a serious question whether competition between two dis
tinct systems or forms of transportation shall be eliminated. 
This bill is condemned in its merger, consolidation, and rail con· 
trol provisions by our antitrust laws, and to get around this 
condemnation it contains a paragraph relieving such provisions 
from the operation of these antitrust laws. 

This bill as reported, Mr. Speaker, is not in the interest of the 
general public. It is not conceived in public need or demand, 
but, rather, in corporate demand. This is not ·the time nor the 
occasion for the use of equivocal or doubtful language. No 
Federal or State regulatory law has attempted to go as far as 
this bill goes. It represents a reversal of pre ent Federal policy 
and shows the extreme to which a well-identified school of indus
trial thought, chiefly in the utility field, is ready to go to graft 
upon our great competitive system a certain false doctrine of 
so-called destructive competition. Gentlemen, in its final analy
sis this bip represents a carefully planned attempt on the part 
of railroads to c<mtrol now and forever the inter tate motor-bus 
industry of this country, as I shall presently show. And not 
only to control it, but to control it without adequate or efficient 
regulation. If this is the purpose of the bill, why not say so and 
omit the many provisions not applying to bus es between fixed 
termini which will almost certainly result in nuisance regu
lations and confusion? 

In fact, the bill provide no plan of adequate regulation for 
public protection. Such plan as proposed is entirely in the 
interest of th~ corporation and against p"Gblic interest. 
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I do not impugn the motives or purposes of the committee, 

but I am forced to question the philosophy and wisdom of their 
report and recommendation in this matter. I am not opposing 
legislation providing for necessary regulation and within proper 
limitations, but this bill is simply impossible as it now stands. 
The bearings show that it is sponsored chiefly by the railroads 
of the country, who desire to control and eventually destroy 
the motor-bus form of competition. It is also supported by the 
present motor-bus operators, who are preferred under the so
called grandfather clause of the bill, and who, in my judg
ment, naturally desire to unload on the railroads at a band
some profit. Nowhere in the hearings or in the report is there 
any denial of the railroad intent in this bill. In fact, it is 
admitted. Officials of the Pennsylvania Railroad Co., of the 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., the Association of Railway 
Executives, the American Electric Railway Association, all 
the railroad brotherhoods, the National Association of l\1otor 
Bus Operators, and the National Association of Railroad and 
Utilit!es Commissioners, and many others similarly identified 
are entered upon the record favoring this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, let me make a prediction: Both the Federal 
and State Governments are going to be told by the public 
before long in no uncertain terms that legal protection of 

-monopoly against open, free, and fair competition must stop. 
Most certainly the public will not stand for competing trans
portation systems, merged by law, and against public interest, 
such as proposed in this bill; not even in the utilities field, 
when there is no public reason or necessity for closing the 
door to competition. 

I am not opposed to big business as such, but it must attain 
its growth, its size, its supremacy through merit, not special 
favors and privileges granted by law. It must win against fair 
competition; and then, although it should win its way to vir
tual or actual control and demonstrate its ability to remain 
there in spite of competition, no one could or would justly com
}1lain. During the period of rivalry and competition no greater 
protection should be asked than that furnished by the Federal 
~'rade Commission. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, while there are some who, with me, have 
no complaint even against the most exclusive industry which 
has earned its way fairly and in spite of competition, I can not 
believe this bill, which proposes to create by law a dangerou.s 
monopoly, should have the approval of any Member of this rep
resentative body. Such artificial restraint of trade should not 
be created or sanctioned by any form of legal sul)vention. 

Exclusive corporate control should be tolerated only when it 
is the inevitable result of sound, irrevocable economic develop
ment, and this should be left open to the challenge of free and 
fair competition. It should never be created by law, as in this 
bill, nor even be permitted to exist by agreement, secret or open. 
If a corporation can not stand on its own merit, it should go 
down. Such is the penalty of progress. Legal protection has its 
limitations. 

When and if the interstate motor-bus operator, by sound, 
economic processes through fair competition, wins the field over 
all competitors and the public has to purchase service from one 
line on each route, then would be the time for the Federal law 
to intervene for pubLic protection. In the meantime State police 
powers can meet all protective requirements of the public. 
During the period of development repressive measures under 
congressional sanction, such as proposed in this bill, would de
stroy or retard progress. Competition is the best regulating 
force the economic world has ever discovered and is the surest 
mea ns of business growth and development. The wjsdom and 
philosophy of competition in the growth of business and the 
incidental development of the character of a people is an Ameri
can discovery. Nowhere else in the world prior to our Republic 
was competition recognized as the secret or active force in the 
development of business and ,individual initiative. No other 
force or principle has meant so much to our development as a 
Nation or people. 

And America should erect a monument to free business com· 
petition, to stand forever as a remlnder to the people of its 
contribution to America's greatness, and of the false and spe
cious deceptive doctrine that such competition is destructive. 
Th.is is of greed and gouge. There is not a force in the economic 
world more potent for good or more constructive than fair 
competition. 

The best and soundest thought of the world yields to exclusive 
business control only when it has won its way through com
petition, and in spite of competition to a place where it stands 
alon€' in its chosen field. Unfair competition should every
where be condemned. Our law does condemn it. I will say 
this, however : In the transportation field no competition should 
be permitted which bids only for the cream of business on the 
heavy-traffic routes, upon which the competitor depends to 

offset losses from the nonpaying parts of the system. Such 
competition would be manifestly unfair, and unfairness should 
nowhere be encouraged or permitted. 

There is a dangerous school of economic thought teaching 
that business rivalry is bad both for the public and for business. 
This is a deceptive and dangerous doctrine, which is contrary 
to all history and experience, as no principle is more clearly 
identified with the industrial growth of our country than that 
of open, free, and fair business rivalry. 

In some places some lines of business are fully deYeloped, 
such as gas, electric, water, telephone, and railroad transporta
tion, and have outgrown or outstripped through the decades 
before commission regulation began all competition or rivalry 
and now occupy exclusive fields of operation. These respective 
:fields are preempted by general consent. But this preemption 
does not extend to any new competitive product or service which 
science or progress has developed. Regulation follows monopoly. 
Law does not create monopoly and then use it as a reason for 
regulation. 

No business can be protected by law against supercession. 
Such, as already said, is the penalty of progress. Such is the 
program of business and of all civilization. The benefi ts of new 
ways and new methods can not be denied to the public through 
ingenious circumventions. And I might add right here that the 
"certificate of public convenience and necessity" has been di
ver ted from its original purpose and is to-day being used largely 
as a device against progress and in the interest of monopoly. 
Whenever this certificate is provided for it should be hedged 
with public-safety limitations. 

In this bill we have an infant industry, which is growing 
rapidly, with more frequent service and better equipment prac
tically every month. Its growth in one State is shown by a 
table taken from the hearings on this bill. 

There bas been a substantial increase in the operation of 
interstate buses in New Jersey, as is represented in the follow
ing: 

Number of busses __ ---- -----------------------------Number of routes ___________________________________ _ 
Number of operators _______________________________ _ _ 
Seating capacity-------- ________ ____________________ _ 

Per cent 
1923 1929 increase 

668 
106 
70 

18,704 

1,250 
122 
69 

37,500 

over 1928 

87 
15 

100 

The center of the development of busses as common carriers 
was the city of Newark, N. J . The actual facts are best illus
trated by the following: 

Year 

1920_- ----------- ------------ ---- -----------------------
1925_ --------------------------------------------------
1929_ ---------------------------------------------------

Number of 
passengers 

carried 

41,501,854 
103, 062, 094 
135, 689, 542 

Percentage 
increase 

over 1920 

Per cent 

148 
226 

All of this expansion has been under regulation. Following 
the city of Newark, the State of New Jersey developed its bus 
operations under State regulations, and this is well shown in 
the following : 

Per Per Number of 
Number -- cent Number in~~~e passengers 
of routes mg~~e of busses over (appro:ti-

1922 1922 mate) 

Year 

1922 _______ _____________ llil74 --------
1926____________________ 322 85 
1929____________________ 423 143 

1, 722 
2,148 
3, 330 

250, 000, 000 
47 300, 000, 000 
93 450, 000, ()()() 

Per 
cent 

iii crease 
over 
1922 

20 
80 

The door of competition must not be closed to American initi
ative, ingenuity, and genius, as in effect this bill proposes, in an 
infant public service, which, if left alone subject to economic 
laws and proper State police restraints and requirements, will 
develop more in the next 5 years than in 10 or 15 years under 
railroad monopolization. Our present policy is to regulate after 
monopoly comes as an inevitable economic consequence, not to 
deliberately plan and bring about a monopoly by law as this bill 
would do. 

Mr. Speaker, it is aggregated wealth and greed in certain 
kinds of big business to-day that is using every opportunity to 
get legislative sanction and judicial rulings to the effect that 
" rivalry in the business :field is bad both for business and the 
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public." Their doctrine is the discouragement rather than en
couragement of competition, and challenges some of the first 
postulates of economic science. · 

Mr. Speaker, this bill goes further than any Federal or State 
r egula t ory law. It means simply this: Is Congress going to re
ver se its present policy of encouraging competition? Is Congress 
going to create and protect monopolization by rail carriers of all 
forms of interstate transportation? 

In the Sherman Act of 1890 Congress provided : 
Every contract, combination in the form of trust or otherwise, or 

conspiracy, in restraint of trade ·or commerce among the several States, 
or with foreign nations, is declared to be illegal. Every person who 
shall make any such contract or engage in any such combination or 
conspiracy shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and on conviction 
thereof shall be punished by fine not exceeding $5,000 or by imprison
ment not exceeding one year, or by both said punishments in the dis
cretion of the court. (U. S. C., title 15, sec. 1.) 

In the Panama Canal act of 1913 Congress provided : 
From and after the 1st day of J'uly, 1914. it shall be unlawful for 

any railroad company or other common carrier subject to the act to regu
late commerce to own, lease, operate, control, or have any interest what
soever (by stock ownership or otherwise, either directly or indirectly, 
through any holding company or by stockholders or directors in common 
or in any other manner) in any common carrier by water operated 
through the Panama Canal or elsewhere with which said railroad or 
other carrier aforesaid does or may compete for traffic, or any vessel 
carrying freight or passengers upon said water route or elsewhere with 
which said railroad or other carrier aforesaid does or may compete for 
traffic; and in case of the violation of this provision each day in which 
such violation continues shall be deemed a separate oll'ense. (Act of 
Mar. 4. 1913, 37 Stat. 560, sec. 11.) 

As the result of this law our rail carriers had to divest them
selves of all interests in competing water carriers in the Great 
Lakes, in the Chesapeake Bay, and everywhere else. 

In the Clayton Act of 1914 Congress provided: 
No corporation engaged in commerce shall acquire, directly or Indi

rectly, the whole or any part of the stock or other share capital of 
another corporation engaged also in commerce where the effect of such 
acquisition may be to substantially lessen competition between the cor
poration whose stock is so acquired and the corporation making the 
acquisition, or to restrain such c;ommerce in any section or community, or 
tend te- create a monop_oly of any line of commerce. 

No corporation shall acquire, directly or indirectly, the whole or 
any part of the stock or other share capital of two or more corpora
tions engaged in commerce where the effect of such acquisition or the 
use of such stock by the voting or granting of proxies or otherwise 
may be to substantially lessen competition between such corporations 
or any of them whose stock or other share capital is so acquired, or 
to restrain such commerce in any section or community, or tend to 
create a monopoly of any line of commerce. 

This section shall not apply to corporations purchasing such stock 
solely for investment and not using the same by voting or otherwise 
to bring about, or in attempting to bring about, the substantial les
sening of competition. Nor shall anything contained in this section 
prevent a corporation engaged in commerce from causing the forma· 
tion of subsidiary corporations for the actual carrying on of their 
immediate lawful business, or the natural and legitimate branches 
or extensions thereof, or from owning and holding all or a part of the 
stock of such subsidiary corporations, when the effect of such forma
tion is not to substantially lessen competition. (U. S. C., title 15, 
sec. 18; act 1914, ch. 323, sec. 7.) 

In the Federal Trade Commission act of 1914 Congress, in 
pursuance of its policy of competitive business, and in its de
sire to protect and perpetuate fair competition, said : 

That unfair methods of competition in commerce are hereby de
clared unlawful. 

And to remove any doubt as to the effect of said trade com
mission act upon the antitrust acts, provided in section 11, as 
follows: 

Nothing contained in this act shall be construed to prevent or inter
fere with the enforcement of the provisions of the antitrust acts or 
the acts to regulate commerce, nor shall anything in the act be con
strued to alter, modify, or repeal the said antitrust acts or the acts 
to regulate commerce or any part or parts thereof. 

In the transportation act of 1920 Congress authorized the 
consolidation of a limited number of systems and relieved such 
consolidations from the operation of the antitrust acts, but took 
care to make it clear that such consolidations were not to in
clude competing lines, but that such consolidations or systems 
were to compete with each other. The act in section 5 says: 

· The commission shall, as soon as practicable, prepare and adopt a 
plan for the consolidation of the railway properties of the continental 
United States into a limited number of systems. In the division of 
such railways into such systems under such plan, competition shall 
be preserved as fully as possible, and whenever practicable the existing 
routes and channels of trade and commerce shall be maintained. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Maryland 
has expired. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes more to . 
the gentleman from Maryland. . 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. It has only been in recent years 
that we have beard so much of this principle that, wherever a 
company can do the work that is necessary to be done, another 
company should not be allowed in that field. That is the appli- · 
cation that has .practically been given to the certificate of con
venience and necessity by commissions all over this country. 

Mr. PARKER. l\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Yes. 
Mr. PARKER. Does the gentleman believe that we should 

have two telephone systems? 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. No. As I have already stated, the 

fallacy of this paTticular bill is that it considers all utilities in 
the same class. When you speak of a utility that is serving 
the needs of a community, as in the case of a telephone or 
gas company, then to give a franchise to another company to 
come in and tear up all the streets would be wrong. That is 
the kind of case to which a certificate was originally meant to 
apply. I remember when I first started to practice law in 
B altimore city I had three telephones on my desk owned by 
three companies. There was continual confusion and incon
venience. The certificate of convenience and necessity was 
originated to apply to a case of that kind, but what are you 
dealing with here? You are dealing with a great industry in 
its infancy, when it needs the impetus of rivalry, when it needs 
the benefits of competition. 

Mr. Speaker, the public is not asking for this bill as reported. 
Why should Congress enter this field more for economic than 
for legislative reasons? The sooner Congress decides to limit 
its functions to legislation in governmental matters and refuses 
to be drawn into the field of complex economics as an adjuster 
and adjudicator of purely economic disputes between com
petitors the better it will be for Congress and the country. It 
is not the function of law to protect one competitor against an
other in the 3rbsence of unfairness. Where unfair competition 
or practices exist we have a fair trade law, which applies to all. 
·One of the most dangerous tendencies of our times is the draw
ing of our Government into the controversial and complex 
economics of not only this country but internationally, where no 
real governmental question is involved. We must take our 
hands off the business affairs of the people until the need ot 
protection against the invasion of rights is shown. Then, if 
there is no law to cover the case, make one and enforce it. We 
could almost stop enacting police legislation for the next five 
years and more profitably spend our time properly enforcing 
what laws we already have. 

Now I shall take up some of the minor and yet important 
questions raised by the bill, which, not yet touched upon, show 
that its real purpose is to accommodate the interests and not 
meet any real bona fide public demand. I refer to the absence 
of any provisions for control over capital issues or for deter
mining the just and reasonable rate base, the :fixing of a mini
mum rate, and, most of all, the tremendous additional cost of 
administering this act. 

As to control over capital issues, it is a matter of common 
knowledge that through a manipulation of capital issues by 
even the most reputable bankers and fiscal agents a large portion 
of the revenues that would otherwise turn up in the fair 
return figures find their way into the hands of the parent or 
holding company or the banker or fiscal agent. The public in 
the end pays the bill. 

As to the determination of the rate base, I presume that the 
sponsors of the bill would say that the decisions o-f the courts 
have settled that question for us. But some corporations have 
a habit of putting their own construction or interpretation upon 
court decisions. In fact, they seems always to know bow to 
get what they want in some other way apparently not found in 
the decisions. Some rate-base rule with definite and lawful 
limitations should be put into this bill. 

As to a provision authorizing the commission to fix a mini
mum rate, its absence in this bill would enable any railroad to 
eliminate any motor-bus line competing with its own line or 
lines. This minimum-rate authority should be given to the 
commission. Undercutting in fares, which the commission is 
not giv-en authqrity to preve;nt in tl:!is bill., is still the prevailing 
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but expensive method adopted by ambitious corporations to get 
rid of competitors. Again, in the end, the public pays the bill. 

But, Mr. Chairman, we must not overlook the broad field 
covered by this bill and the tremendous additional expense it 
would entail upon the commission, under the joint board plan 
provided in the bill, extending over all the 48 States in the 
Union, which would mean hundreds of boards with from 2 to 20 
members, in addition to examiners, floating around the country 
practically all the time. The commission, or Federal Govern
ment, pays all expenses. And all these boards under the bill 
would be reporting their findings and recommendations to the 
commission, which would require a large additional force in 
Washington and a corresponding increase in the expenses of 
the commission. Mr. Chairman, we had better look into this 
bill carefully and be sure of the demand and need for it as it 
is reported before we put the Government to this large added 
expense and further add to our Fe<leral bureaucracy. ' 

Mr. Speaker, it is sought to justify this bill upon the decision 
of the Supreme Court in the Buck case (1925) (267 U. S. Repts. 
307) and the Bush case (1925) (267 U. S. Repts. 307), but these 
cases do not show any need of or demand for legislation in this 
bill. As already stated, the States have practically adjusted 
themselves to these decisions and through their police powers 
are meeting all present legislative or protective needs, with two 
or three exceptions, which alone this bill should p1·ovide for. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, permit me to make one other 
observation: -Because of the bulk of money already invested in 
railroads, if these railroads controlled the interstate motor-bus 
business, the bus operations would be pushed only to the point 
to which the railroads were compelled to push them. If inter
state bus lines remain independent they will grow in accordance 
with the wishes and demands of the public and they should be 
given this chance regardless of the effect upon other competing 
lines and forms of traffic. 

Unless this bill shall be amended to meet these views, which 
I vigorously urge, I shall have to oppose it on the final vote. If 
this bill should be passed in its present form, I feel sure the 
Senate would amend it to preserve to the people the benefits of 
competition between rail and motor-bus carriers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mary
land has expired. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes more to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. It has only been in recent years 
that we have heard so much of this principle that wherever a 
company can do the work that is necessary to be done another 
company should not be allowed in that field. · That is the ap
plication that has practically been given to the certificate of 
convenience and necessity by commissions all over this country. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Yes. 
l\1r. PARKER~ Does the gentleman believe that we should 

have two telephone systems? 
Mr. CLARK of Maryland. As I have already stated, the 

fallacy of this particular bill is that we are considering all utili
ties in the same class. When you speak of a utility that is serv
ing the needs of a community, as in the case of gas companies 
in a city, then to give a franchise to another company to come 
in and tear up all the streets would be wrong. That is the kind 
of a case that a certificate was originally meant to apply to. 
Take also the telephone. I remember when I first started to 
practice law in Baltimore City I had three telephones on my 
desk owned by three companies. There were all sorts of confu
sion as to telephone calls and so on. The certificate of conven
ience and necessity was originated to apply to a ca,se of this kind, 
but what are you dealing with here? You are dealing with a 
great industry in its infancy, when it needs the impetus of 
competition, when it needs the benefits of competition. 

Mr. Chairman, the public is not asking for this bill as re
ported. Why should Congress enter this field more for economic 
than for legislative reasons? The sooner Congress decides to 
limit its functions to legislation in governmental matters and 
refuses to be drawn into the field of complex economics as an 
adjuster and adjudicator of purely economic disputes between 
competitors the better it will be for Congress and the country. 
It is not the function of law to protect one competitor against 
another in the absence of unfairness. Where unfair competition 
or practices exist we have a fair trade law, which applies to all. 
One of the most dangerous tendencies of our times is the draw
ing of our Government into the controversial and complex 
economics of not only this country, but internationally, where 
no real governmental question is involved. We must take our 
hands off the business affairs of the people until the need of pro
tection against the invasion of rights is shown. ~hen, if there 
is no law to cover the case, make one and enforce it. We could 

almost stop enacting police laws for the next 10 years and more 
profitably spend our time properly enforcing what we already 
have. 

Now, I shall take up some of the minor and yet important 
questions raised by the bill, which, not yet touched upon, show 
that its real purpose is to accommodate the interests, and not 
meet any real bona fide public demand. I refer to the absence 
of any provisions for control over capital issues, or for deter
mining the " just and reasonable" rate base, the fixing of a 
minimum rate, and most of all, the tremendous additional cost 
of administering this act. 

.As to control over capital issues, it is a matter of common 
knowledge that through a manipulation of capital issues by 
even the most reputable bankers and fiscal agents, a large por
tion of the revenues that would otherwise turn up in the fair 
return figures, find their way into the hands of the parent or 
holding company or the banker or fiscal agent. The public in 
the end pays the bill. 

.As to the determination of the rate base, I presume that the. 
sponsors of the bill would say that the decisions of the courts 
have settled that question for us. But some corporations have 
a habit of putting their own construction or interpretation upon 
court decisions. In fact, they seem always to know how to get 
what they want in some other way not apparently found in the 
decisions. Some rate base rule with definite and lawful limita
tions should be put into this bill. 

.As to a provision authorizing the commission to fix a minimum 
rate, its absence in this bill would enable any railroad to 
eliminate any motor-bus line competing with its own line or 
lines. This minimum-rate authority should be given to the 
commission. Why is it not in the bill? Could it be for any 
other reason than to enable any company to quickly dispose of 
competitors that can not be shaken off in any other way? Un
dercutting in fares, which the commission is not given authority 
to prevent in this bill, is still the prevailing but expensive 
method adopted by ambitious corporations to get rid of com
petitors. Again in the end the public pays the bill. 

But, Mr. Chairman, we must not overlook the broad field cov
ered by this bill and the tremendous additional expense it 
would entail upon the commission. Under the joint board plan 
provided in the bill, extending over all the 48 States in the 
Union, which would mean hundreds of boards with from 2 to 
20 members, in addition to examiners, floating around the coun
try practically all the time. The commission, or Federal Gov
ernment, pays all expenses. And all these boards under the 
bill would be reporting their findings and recommendations to 
the commission, which would require a large additional force 
in Washington and a corresponding increase in the expenses of 
the commission. Mr. Chairman, we had better look into this 
bill carefully and be sure of the demand and need for it as it 
is reported before we put the Government to this large added 
expense and further add to our Federal bureaucracy. 

Mr. Chairman, it is sought to justify this bill upon the deci
sion of the Supreme Court in the Buck case (1925), Two hun
dred and sixty-seventh United States Reports, 307, and the 
Bush case (1925), Two hundred and sixty-seventh United States 
Reports, 307, but these cases do not show any-need of or demand 
for the legislation in this bill. The States have practically ad
justed themselves to these decisions and through their police 
powers are meeting all present legislative or protective needs, 
with• two or three exceptions, which alone this bill should pro
vide for. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, permit me to make one other 
observation. Because of the bulk of money already invested in 
railroads, if these railroads controlled the interstate motor-bus 
business, the bus operations would be pushed only to the point 
to which the railroads were compelled to push them. If inter
state bus lines remain independent they will grow in accord
ance with the wishes and demands of the public, and should be 
given this chance regardless of the effect upon other lines of 
traffic. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re

sumed the chair, Mr. LEHLBAOH, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, having had under 
consideration the bill (H. R. 10288) to regulate the transporta
tion of persons in interstate and foreign commerce by motor car
riers operating on the public highways, reported that that com
mittee had come to no resolution thereon. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on 
Enrolled Bills, reported that that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills and a joint resolution of the House of 
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the following titles, which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H. R. 4767. An act to authorize sale of iron pier in Delaware 
Bay near Lewes, Del. ; 

H. R. 7971. An act to extend the times for commencing and 
completing the construction of a bridge across the French 
Broad River on Tennessee Highway No. 9, near the town of 
Bridgeport, in Cocke County, Tenn. ; 

H. R. 8287. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State Highway Commission of Virginia to maintain a bridge 
already constructed across the Shenandoah River in Clarke 
County, Va., United States Route No. 50; 

H. R. 9180. An act to legalize a bridge across the Roanoke 
River at or near Weldon, N.C.; and 

H. J. Res. 223. Joint resolution to provide for the expenses 
of participation by the United States in the International Con
ference for the Codification of International Law in 1930. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 55 
minutes p. m.) the House adjollr!led until to-morrow, Friday, 
March 14, 1930, at 12 o'clock noon. 

COl\IMITTEE HEARINGS 
Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of commit

tee hearings scheduled for Friday, March 14, 1930, as reported 
to the tloor leader by clerks of the several committees: 

COMMI'.ITEEl ON APPROPRIATIONS 

(10.30 a. m.) 
Navy Department appropriation bill. 

COMM:ITTEE ON THE LIDRARY 

( 10.30 a. m.) 
To provide for medal of honor and awards to Government 

employees for distinguished work in science (H. R. 9755) and 
also· proposals for the erection of monuments. 

OOMMITTEEl ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

(10.30 a.m.) 
To consider private bills. 

COMMITTEE ON ELECTION OF PRESIDENT, VICE PRESIDENT, AND REPRE
SENTATIVES IN CONGRESS 

(10.30a. m.) 
Propo ing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 

States fixing the commencement of the terms of President and 
Vice President and Members of Congress and :fixing the time of 
the assembling of Congress (H. J. Res. 9 and 25). 

Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States with reference to the election of the President and Vice 
President (H. J. Res. 216). 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

(10 a.m.) 
Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 

States (H. J. Res. 114, I£ J. Res. 11, H. J. Res. 38). 
Proposing an amendment to the eighteenth amendment of the 

Constitution (H. J. Res. 99). 
Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the U:rtited 

States providing for a referendum on the eighteenth amendment 
thereof (H. J. Res. 219). 

Proposing an amendment to the eighteenth amendment of the 
Constitution of the United States (H. J. Res. 246). 

COMMITTEFJ ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 

(10.30 a. m.) 
To consider branch, chain, and group banking as provided in 

House Resolution 141. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. WILLIAMSON: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. J. Res. 

188. A joint resolution authorizing the use of tribal funds be
longing to the Yankton Sioux Tribe of Indians in South Dakota 
to pay expenses and compensation of the members of the tribal 
business committee for services in connection with their pipe
stone claim; with amendment (Rept. No. 892). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. CLARK of North Carolina: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
8o83. A bill for the relief of the State of Maine; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 893). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. REID of Illinois: Committee on Flood Control. H. R. 
8799. A bill to provide for a survey of the Choctawhatchee 
River, Fla. and Ala., with a view to the prevention and control 
of its floods; without amendment (Rept. No. 894). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HOCH: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
H. R. 10583. A bill to provide for the method of measurement of 
vessels using the Panama Canal; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 895). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 10627. 
A bill to amend the act of February 14, 1920, authorizing and. 
directing the collection of fees for work done for the benefit of 
Indians; without amendment (Rept. No. 897). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. H. R. 10343. A bill to provide quota limi
tations for certain countries of the Western Hemisphere, and 
for other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 898). Re
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. BRITTEN: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 10296. 
A bill to provide for the use of the U. S. S- Olympia as a 
memorial to the men and women who served the United States 
in the war with Spain; without amendment (Rept. No. 900). 
Referred to the Corrimittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. GAMBRILL: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 10380. 
A bill adjusting the salaries of the Naval Academy Band; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 901). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

REPORTS OF CO~fMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. CLARK of North Carolina: Committee on Claims. H. R. 

768. A bill for the relief of Anna Lohbeck; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 888). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
Hou e. 

Mr. RAMSPECK: Committee on Clauns. H. R. 1063. A bill 
for the relief of Alice Hipkins; with amendment (Rept. No. 
889). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. ffiWIN: Committee on Claims. H. R. 1313. A bill for 
the relief of estate of Katherine Heinrich (Charles Grieser and 
others, executors) ; without amendment (Rept. No. 890). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON : Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 
10117. A bill authorizing the payment of grazing fees to E. P. 
McManigal; without amendment (Rept. No. 891). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
1135. A bill for the relief of Lieut. S. Jacobs, United States 
Navy; with amendment (Rept. 896). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Idaho: Committee on Irrigation and Recla
mation. H. R. 9987. A bill to provide for the relinquishment 
by the United States of certain lands to the city of Rupert in 
the county of Minidoka, in the State of Idaho ; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 899). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally refeiTed as follows: 
By Mr. MOORE of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 10738) authorizing 

the examination of persons insured by United States Govern
ment life insurance; to the Committee on World War Veterans' 
Legislation. 

By Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 10739) to pro· 
vide the American Legion, department of Wisconsinr with a 
building site for Legion purposes at the Northwestern Branch 
of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. ' 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. 10740) to extend the 
facilities of the Public Health Service to seamen on Govern
ment vessels not in the Military or Naval Establishments; to 
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By ~. WELSH of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 10741) to 
amend the World War veterans' act of 1924; to the Comnrl.ttee 
on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

By Mr. MoLEOD: A bill (H. R. 10742) to amend section 8 
of the act making appropriations to provide for the expenses of 
tbe government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1914, and for other purposes, approved March 
4, 1913 ; to tbe Committee on the District of Columbia. 
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Bv Mr. WAINWRIGHT-: A bill (H. R. 10743) to amend the 

natUralization laws and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 10744) 
to repeal part of section 4813 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 
· By Mr. REED of New York: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 

265) to authorize the return of flying pay drawn by certain 
officers; to the Committee on J\.Iilitary Affairs. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
266) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to deliver water 
during the irrigation season of 1930 on the Uncompahgre 
project, Colorado; to the Committee on Irrigation and Recla
mation. 

PRIVATE BILLS Al\TD RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows : 
By Mr. AUF DER HEIDE: A bill (H. R. HY745) granting an 

increase of pension to James J. Kadien; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BLOOM: A bill (H. R. 10746) granting a pension to 
Eliza Davis; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10747) for the relief of Laura Goldwater; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BOWMAN: A bill (H. R. 10748) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary E. Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BRAND of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 10749) granting an 
increase of pension to Sarah V. Stokes; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin : A bill (H. R. 10750) granting 
a pension to Cecil R. Fulghum ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CULKIN: A bill (H. R. 10751) granting an increase 
of pension to Lizzie Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R. 10752) for the relief 
of Noah M. Banks; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HAWLEY : A bill (H. R. 10753) granting an increase 
Oil pension to Katie Sparks; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HOCII: A bill (H. R. 10754) granting a pension to 
Henry Aughinbaugh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 10755) granting an increase 
of pension to Rachael Bledsoe ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. KINZER: A bill (H. R. 10756) granting an increase 
of pension to Sarah J. Lafferty ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. . 

By Mrs. LANGLEY: A bill (H. R. 10757) granting a pension 
to Emily Jane Poe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LINTHICUM: A bill (H. R. 10758) for the 'relief of 
Alice May Rochow ; to the Commit-tee on Claims. 

By Mr. LOZIER: A bill (H. R. 10759) granting an increase 
of pension to America E. Walton; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MARTIN: A bill (H. R. 10760) for the relief of cer
tain officers and employees of the Foreign Service of the United 
States, and of Elise Steiniger, housekeeper for Consul R. A. 
Wallace Treat at the Smy'rna consulate, who, while in the course 
of their respective duties, suffered losses of Government funds 
and/or personal property by reason of theft, warlike conditions, 
catastrophes of nature, shipwreck, or other causes; to the Com
mlttee on Foreign Affai'rs. 

By Mr. MOORE of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 10761) for the relief 
of Julia Kerr O'Bleness; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10762) granting a pension to Elizabeth 
Crawford ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MURPHY: A bill (H. R. 10763) granting an increase 
of pension to Sarah E. Richardson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mrs. OLDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 10764) for the relief of 
Cha'rles 0. Teter ; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10765) for the relief of Bert Moore; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SIMMS: A bill (H. R. 10766) granting a pension to 
Andrew M. Hall; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. STALKER: A bill (H. R. 10767) granting an increase 
of pension to Emma R. Northup; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10768) granting an increase of pension to 
Michael H. Daly; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10769) granting an increase of pension to 
Clara Beach; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SWICK: A bill (H. R. 10770) granting an increase of 
pension to Louisa Stevens; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. - -

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 10771) for the relief of John 
Gray ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. VINSON of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 10772) for the 
relief of Albrecht Nest, apothecary of the Navy; to the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. WOODRUFF: A bill (H. R. 10773) granting a pen
sion to Mary Ellen Gardner Owens ; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

PETITiONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
5592. Petition of Kinnear & Falconer, Stonehaven, Scotland, 

relative to bonds issued by the State of Mississippi in the year 
1838 ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

5593. Petition of the board of aldermen of the city of New 
York, opposing the two proposed registration bills known as 
House bills 9147 and 9101 as un-American, reactionary, and in
jurious to the process of Americanization; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. . 

5594. By Mr. BLOOM: Petition of citizens of New York (not 
members of the United Spanish War Veterans or allied organiza
tions) to grant increase of pension as provided in House bill 
2562 to veterans who fought against Spain in 1898 and to those 
who engaged in the Philippine insurrection and the China relief 
expedition in 1900; to the Committee on Pensions. 

5595. By Mr. BOYLAN: Letter from the Merchants; Associa
tion of New York, urging the passage of the tariff bill in order 
that business may know the conditions to which it must adjust 
itself and be enabled to pursue its normal course of develop
ment; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

5596. Also, letter from Brown, Lent & Pett (Inc.), manufac
turing stationers of New York City, urging the passage of the 
Capper-Kelly fair trade bill, H. R. 11; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

5597. Also, letter from New York State Pharmaceutical Asso
ciation, urging the passage of the Capper-Kelly resale price 
measure; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

5598. Also, resolution adopted at meeting of the New York 
State Chamber of Commerce, urging the passage of Senate bill 
2627 and House bill 6803, providing nominal passport fees ; to the 
Committee on Forei~ Affairs. 

5599. Also, resolution adopted by Chamber of Commerce of 
the State of New York, opposing the Philippine independence 
bills now before Congress ; to the Committee on Insular Affairs. 

5600. By Mr. CABLE: Petition of citizens of Piqua, Miami 
County, Ohio, urging the passage of House bill 2562, granting 
an increase of pensions to Spanish-American War veterans; to · 
the Committee on Pensions. 

5601. By Mr. CARTER of California: Petition signed by W. 
P. Hodgkins and many others, of Hayward, Calif., urging the 
passage of House bill 2562, increasing pension of veterans of 
the Spanish war; to the Committee on Pensions. 

5602. Also, petition signed by Mrs. E. C. Webber, Mrs. Hope 
M. Moore, and 16 others, of Berkeley, Calif., urging the passage 
of House bill 2562, granting increased pension to veterans of the 
Spanish War ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

5603. Also, petition signed by John Behrsin, George W. Ander
son, and others, of Alameda, Calif., urging the passage of House 
bill 2562, granting increase of pension to veterans of the Span
ish War; to the Committee on Pensions. 

5604. By Mr. COLLIER: Petition of the residents of Yazoo 
County, Miss., urging speedy consideration and passage of House 
bill 2562 and Senate bill 476, providing for increase in pensions 
to Spanish-American War veterans; to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

5605. Also; petition of the residents of Warren County, Miss., 
urging speedy consideration and passage of House bill 2562 and 
Senate bill 476, providing for increase in pensions to Spanish
American War veterans; to the Committee on Pensions. 

5606. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of the citizens of the fourth 
congressional district of New York, requesting Cong1:ess to bring 
about the early pas,sage of Senate bill 476 and House bill 2562, 
which provide for increased pensions for men who served in the 
armed forces of the United States during the Spanish War; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

5607. Also, petition of citizens of Brooklyn, N. Y., urging 
Congress to bring about the early passage of House bill 2562, 
which provides for an increase in pension for men who served 
in the armed forces of the United States during the Spanish
American War period; to the Committee on Pensions. 
. 5608. Also, resolution of the trustees of the New York Public 
Library protesting against the provisions of section 305 of House 
bill 2667, which will prohibit importation of printed matter 
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advocating treason as abstract conceptions; to the Committee on 
W ay and Mea ns. 

5609. By Mr. DALLINGEJR: Petition of certain citizens of 
California praying for the enactment of House bill 7979; to the 
Committee on the Civil Service. 

5610. By Mr. DOWELL: Petition of citizens of Polk County, 
Iowa, urging the pas age of House bill 2562 granting an increase 
of pension to Spanish-American War veterans; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

5611. By Mr. DOYLE: Petition memoralizing Congress to 
enact House Joint Resolution 167, directing the President of the 
United States to proclaim October 11 of each year a General 
Pulaski memorial day; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

5612. By Mr. FENN: Petition of 10 residents of East Hart
ford, Conn., and 17 residents of Burnside, Hartford, and East 
Hartford, Conn., favoring the so-called Robsion-Capper school 
bill; to the Committee on Education. 

5613. By Mr. FITZPATRICK: Petition of the New York State 
Ladies Auxiliary to the New York State Association of Letter 
Carriers, urging the passage of House bill 6603 providing for 
a short Saturday workday for letter carriers in the postal serv
ice; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

5614. By l\Ir. HALL of North Dakota: Petition of the Albert 
Block Post, No. 56, of the American Legion, of Goodrich, N.Dak., 
that amendment be made to the - gold-star pilgrimage act 
so that mothers and widows of soldiers buried at sea or in un
known graves may make the pilgrimage to Europe; to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

5615. By Mr. HALSEY : Petition of Bruce 0. Floyd and others, 
of Ca s County, Mo., urging speedy consideration and passage 
of Senate Bill 476 and House bill 2562, providing for increased 
rates of pension for Spanish-American War veterans; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

5616. By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: Petition of 60 citizens of 
Mexia, Tex., favoring House bill 2562 and Senate bill 476, pro
viding for increased rates of pension to Spanish-American War 
veterans; to the Committee on Pensions. 

,5617. ·By Mrs. LANGLEY: Petition of Harling W. Reed, H. 
H. Ramey, Myrtle Cooper, and 55 other citizens of Magoffin 
County, Ky., urging the speedy consideration and passage of 
Senate bill 476 and House bill 2562 providing for increased 
rates of pension to the men who served in the armed forces of 
the United States during the Spanish War period; to the Com-
mittee on Pensions. · 

5618. By Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia : Petition of 20 citizens 
of Lowndes County, urging the passage of House bill 2562 and 
Senate bill 476 increasing the pensions of Spanish War veterans; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

5619. By Mr. LOZIER: Petition of numerous citizens of 
Galt, Grundy County, Mo., urging the enactment of Senate bill 
476 and House bill 2562, providing for increased rates of pen
sion to men who served in the Spanish-American War period; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

5620. By l\Ir. MAPES: Petition of 43 residents of Grand Rap· 
ids, Mich., recommending the early consideration and passage of 
Senate bill 476 and House bill 2562, proposing increased rates of 
pension to veterans of the war with Spain ; to the Committee on 
Pensio:ns. 

5621. Also, petition of members of Bowne Center Grange, No. 
219, Alto, Mich., w·ging the retention of the export debentute 
amendment in the tariff bill; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 
: 5622. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of Priscilla 
Council, No. 43, Sons and Daughters of Liberty, favoring further 
restriction of immigration Of the Western Hemisphere; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

5623. By Mr. O'CONNOR of Oklahoma: Petition of P. P. 
Barlow and 65 other citizens of Shidler, Okla., requesting early 
and favorable action on the measure providing for further relief 
of the Spanish-American War veterans; tQ the Committee on 
Pensions-. 

5624. Also, petition of Percy Crandall and 41 other citizens of 
Salain, Okla., requesting early and favorable action on the 
measure providing further relief of Spanish-American War 
veterans ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

5625. By Mr. FRANK M. RAMEY: Petition of A~rie No. 
2023, Fraternal Order of Eagles, Nokomis, Montgomery County, 
Ill., urging passage of Senate bill 3257, regarding old age 
pension law ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

5626. By Mr. REED of New York: Petition of the so-called 
Six Nations of Indians of Iroquois Confederacy, protesting 
against House bill 9720; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

5627. By l\Ir. SELVIG: Petition of Mrs. Elmer Rosendahl, 
president, and Mrs. V. E. Holmgren, ·secretary, Legion Auxil
ia.ry, Warren, Minn., unanimously in favor of Federal super-

vision of motion pictures to establish higher standards ; to the 
tJommittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

5628: Also, petition of Maude Zuerold, president Rebekah 
Lodge, Warren, Minn., unanimously urging Federal supervision 
of '"ID.Otion pictures to establish higher standards ; to the Com
m_ittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

5629. By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: Petition of citizens • 
of Rupert, Greenbrier County, W. Va., urging the passage of 
House bill 2562 and Senate bill 476 providing for increased rates 
of pension to the men who served in the armed forces of the 
United States during the war with Spain ; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

-5630. By Mr. SPEAKS: Petition signed by 43 citizens of 
Columbus, Ohio, urging passage of Hou e bill 2562 propo ing 
increased pension allowances for veterans of the Spanish War· 
to the Committee on Pensions. ' 

5631. By Mr. STALKER: Petition of the citizens of Peruville, 
Tompkins County, N. Y., urging Congress for the passage of 
Senate bill 476 and House bill 2562 providing for increased 
rates of pension to the men who served in the armed forces of 
the United States during the Spanish War period; to the Com
mittee on Pensions. 

5632. Also,_ petition of the citizens of Chemung County, N. Y., 
urging Congress for the passage of Senate bill 476 and House 
bill 2562, providing for increased rates of pension to the men 
who served in the armed forces of the United States during 
the Spanish War; to the Committee on Pensions. 

5633. By 1\fr. STONE: Petition of 200 or more residents of 
the State of Oklahoma, asking Congress to pass favorably on 
House bill 9233, to presclibe a certain prohibition oath; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

5634. By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Petition of citizens of 
Fairplay, Colo., urging favorable .action on House bill 2562 for 
increase of pension of Spanish-American War veterans; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

5635. Also, petition of citizens of Gunnison, Colo., urging the 
enactment into law of House bill 2562 for increase of pensions 
for Spanish-American War veterans; to the . Committee on 
Pensions. 

5636. By l\1r. WALKER: Petition of leading tobacco growers 
of central Kentucky, urging Congress to reduce the _tax on 
tobacco one-third of the present rate; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, March 14, 1930 

(Leg~lative day of Monday, January 6, 19SO) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators · 

answered to their names : 
Allen Frazier Kean 
Ashurst George Keyes 
Baird Glass La Follette 
Barkley Glenn McCulloch 
Bingham Goff McKellar 
Black Goldsborough McMaster 
Blaine Gould McNary 
Blease Greene Metcalf 
Borah Grundy :Mo es 
Bratton Hale Norbeck 
Brookhart llarriB Norris 
Broussard Harrison Nye 
Capper Hastings Oddie 
Connally Hatfield Overman 
Copeland Hawes Patterson 
Couzens Hayden Phipp! 
Cutting Hebert Pine 
Dale Heflin Ransdell 
Dill Howell Robinsonklnd. 
Fess Johnson Robsion, y. 
Fletcher Jones Schall 

Sheppard 
Shortridge 
Simmons 
Smoot 
Steiwer 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Waterman 
Watson 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The junior Senator from Utah [Mr. KINo] 
is neces~arily detained from the Senate by illness. I will let 
this announcement stand for the day. 

I also desire to announce the necessary absence of the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON] and the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. REED], who are delegates from the United States to 
the London Naval Conference. 

Mr. SCHALL. My colleague [Mr. SHIP STEAD] is unavoidably 
absent. I ask that this announcement may stand for the day. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to announce that my colleague the 
junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BROCK] is necessarily de
tained from the Senate by illness. I ask that this announcement 
may stand for the day. 
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